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SENATE—Saturday, September 30, 1972

The Senate met at 9:45 a.m, and was
called to order by Hon. JAMES B. ALLEN,
a Senator from the State of Alabama.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D,, offered the following
prayer:

O God, who art from everlasting to
everlasting, with whom there is neither
beginning or end, grant Thy servants
here increased strength and enlarged re-
sources for days heavy with pressing
duties. Teach us once more the promise
of Thy Word, “They that wait upon the
Lord shall renew their strength.” When
times are tense and nerves are taut, when
the body is weary and the going is hard,
help us to know that the eternal God is
our refuge and strength and underneath
are the everlasting arms, Leaning upon
the everlasting arms and trusting in Thy
promises, may the words of our mouths,
the meditations of our hearts, and the
motives determining our deeds be accept-
able in Thy sight, O Lord, our strength
and our Redeemer. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND),

The assistant legislative clerk read the

following letter:
U.B. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, D.C., September 30, 1972,
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate on official duties, I appoint Hon. JaMES
B. ALLEN, a Benator from the State of Ala-
bama, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence,

JaMES O. EASTLAND,
Pregident pro tempore.

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the Journal of the proceedings of
Friday, September 29, 1972, be dispensed
with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
go into executive session to consider
nominations on the Executive Calendar.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will read the first nomination.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of William Lewis Jenkins, of
Tennessee, to be a member of the Board
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of Directors of the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is confirmed.

PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGIONAL
COMMISSION

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Jack O. Padrick, of Vir-
ginia, to be Federal Cochairman of the
Pacific Northwest Regional Commission.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is confirmed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask that
the President be immediately notified of
the confirmation of these nominations.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate return to the consideration of
legislative business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Does the acting Republican leader de-
sire recognition at this time under the
standing order?

Mr. JAVITS. I do not, Mr. President.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that I shall file a cloture
motion when we take up the consumer
agency bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That will be laid before the Sen-
ate at the conclusion of the transaction
of routine morning business.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the 1 hour
of debate, under rule XXII, begin run-
ning at 1 o’clock p.m. on Tuesday.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani-
mous consent that the 1 hour of time
under rule XXII be equally divided on
Tuesday between and controlled by the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. Risicorr) and the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
ERVIN).

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani-
mous consent that all amendments at the
desk at the time of the vote on the motion
to invoke cloture on Tuesday be consid-
ered as having met the reading require-
ments of rule XXII.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro ftem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
MONDAY UNTIL 9 AM. ON TUES-
DAY, OCTOBER 3

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the

Senate completes its business on Monday
it stand in adjournment until 9 a.m. on
Tuesday.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent, on behalf of
the Senator from EKentucky (Mr. Coox),
that Patty Hottell of his staff have the
privilege of the floor during the debate
on HR. 1.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. At this time, in accordance with
the previous order, there will be a pe-
riod of not to exceed 15 minutes for the
transaction of routine morning business,
with speeches by Senators therein lim-
ited to 3 minutes.

Is there morning business to be trans-
acted at this time?

IMF-IBRD ANNUAL MEETING

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, little pub-
lic mention has been given in Congress
to the very important conference that
has been going forward in Washington
this week; namely, the 1972 annual
meetings of the International Monetary
Fund—IMF—and the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment—IBRD.

At these meetings, President Nixon
and Secretary of the Treasury Shuliz
put forward very-constructive proposals
for the long-term reform of the inter-
national monetary system and for the re-
ordering of the international economic
system of the free world.

With the United States having re-
sumed this leadership position after a
hiatus of almost a year, it can be antici-
pated that the negotiations leading to
the reform of the international mone-
tary system will now proceed with a sense
of urgency.

I would like to note that Congress also
contributed toward making these meet-
ings the success they were. Congress did
this by its positive action on the third
replenishment of the International De-
velopment Association which is the soft
loan window of the World Bank and by
the Senate’s action of last night in voting
the full requested amount for the U.S.
share of the continued funding of the
Asian Development Bank and the Inter-
American Development Bank, It is my
hope that the House-Senate conferees
will maintain this full-funding amount
which is so important to the continued
successful operations of these increas-
ingly important multilateral lending
institutions,

I would also like to draw the attention
of my colleagues to another matter
which will require legislative attention
in the years ahead. As the dollar moves
toward becoming a currency like all
other currencies and as the international
monetary system evolves so that the dol-
lar has the same right to change its par
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value as other currencies now do—leg-

islation will be required to change the

Bretton Woods Act which now sets a

rigid par value for the dollar in terms of

gold which cannot be adjusted without
prior congressional authorization. In my
opinion, this legislation is now obsolete
and Congress must begin considering the
granting to the President of the United

States certain flexibility in terms of

changing the par value of the dollar.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. 1 yield.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I came to the Chamber this morn-
ing for the purpose of inserting in the
REcorDp a significant address delivered
this week by the distinguished Secretary
of the Treasury, the Honorable George
P. Shultz. I am not certain whether the
Senator from New York, in his remarks,
inserted the address in the RECORD.

Mr. JAVITS. I am about to do it. I will
do it, unless the Senator desires to do so.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I entered
the Chamber toward the end of the re-
marks of the able Senator from New
York, and for that reason I was not sure
whether he had inserted the address in
the RECORD.

Mr, JAVITS, I will insert it.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. If he had
not, I had planned to do so.

I think the speech by Secretary Shultz
was splendid. I feel that Secretary
Shultz is a very able man. I am de-
lighted to see him as Secretary of the
Treasury. Since the distinguished Sena-
tor from New York plans to insert the
address in the Recorp, I shall not do so.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the speeches of
President Nixon and Secretary Shultz
before the 1972 annual meeting of the
IBRD-IMF be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the speeches
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES, RicHARD M, NIXON, AT THE OPENING
SESSION OF THE 1972 ANNUAL MEETINGS OF
THE BOARDS OF GOVERNORS OF THE FUND,
Bawg, IFC, anp IDA
It is customary in addressing such a sig-

nificant international gathering to say that
we are participating in a great moment in
history. Great moments in history are easy
to perceive—headlines blaze, and the world
is riveted to television screens as world lead-
ers meet.

But great movements in history are much
harder to perceive while we are living
through them. The action is slower, less
dramatic, infinitely more complex, as chang-
ing circumstances and the new needs of
people alter the behavior of nations.

I am convinced, on the basis of the evi-
dence of the past year, that we are not only
partlclpatlng in a great moment in history
but that we are witnessing and helping to
create a profound movement in history.

That movement is away from the resolu-
tion of potential conflict by war, and toward
its resolution through peaceful means.

The experienced people gathered in this
room are not so naive as to expect the
smoothing-out of all differences. We antici-
pate that the potential for conflict will exist

as long as men and nations have different
interests, different approaches to life, dif-

ferent ideals.
Therefore, we must come to grips with the
paradoxes of peace:
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As the danger of armed conflict between
major powers is reduced, the potential for
economic conflict is increased.

As the possibility of peace grows stronger,
some of the original ties that first bound
our postwar alliances grow weaker.

As nations around the world galn new
economic strength, the points of commercial
contact multiply along with the possibilities
of disagreement.

There is another irony we should all rec-
ognize. With one exception, the mnations
gathered here whose domestic economies are
growing so strongly today can trace much of
their postwar growth to the expansion of in-
ternational trade.

The one exception, of course, is the
United States—the industrial nation with by
far the smallest percentage of its gross na-
tional product in world trade.

Why, then, is the United States—seem-
ingly with the least at stake—in the forefront
of those working for prompt and thorough-
golng reform of the international monetary
system, with all that will mean for the ex-
pansion of trade now and in the future?

One reason, of course, is our national self-
interest. We want our workingmen and wom-
en and businessmen and women to have a
fair chance to compete for their share of the
expanding trade between nations. A gen-
eration ago, we deliberately set out to help
our former enemies as well as our weakened
allles so that they could gain the economic
strength which would enable them to com-
pete with us in world markets. Now we ex-
pect our trading partners to help bring about
equal competition.

There is another reason, more far-reach-
ing and fundamental, that motivates the
United States in pressing for economic and
monetary reform.

Working together, we must set in place an
economic structure that will help and not
hinder the world’s historic movement toward
peace.

We must make certain that international
commerce becomes a source of stability and
harmony rather than a cause of friction
and animosity.

Potential conflict must be channeled into
cooperative competition.

That is why the structure of the interna-
tional monetary system and the future sys-
tem of world trade are so central to our
concerns today.

The time has come for action across the
entire front of international economic prob-
lems. Recurring monetary crises, such as we
have experienced all too often in the past
decade; wunfair currency alignments and
trading arrangements, which put the workers
of one natlon at a disadvantage with work-
ers of another nation; great disparities in
development that breed resentment; a mone-
tary system that makes no provision for the
realities of the present and the needs of the
future—all these not only injure our econo-
mies, they also create political tensions that
subvert the cause of peace.

There must be a thoroughgoing reform of
the world monetary system, to clear the
path for the healthy competition of the
future.

We must see monetary reform as one vital
part of a total reform of international eco-
nomic affairs, encompassing trade and in-
vestment opportunity as well.

We must create a realistic code of eco-
nomic conduct to gulde our mutual rela-
tions—a code which allows governments free-
dom to pursue legitimate domestic objectives
but which also gives them good reason to
abide by agreed principles of international
behavior.

Each nation must exercise the power of
its example in the realistic and orderly con-
duct of internal economic affairs, so that
each nation exports its products and not its
problems,

We can all agree that the health of the
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world economy and the stability of the inter-
national economic system rest largely on the
successful management of domestic econ-
omies.

The United States recognizes the impor-
tance of a strong, non-inflationary, domestic
economy, both in meeting the needs of our
own citizens and in contributing to a healthy
world economy. We are firmly committed to
reaching our goals of strong growth, full
employment and price stability.

We are encouraged by the record of our
current economic performance. We are now
experiencing one of the lowest rates of in-
flation, and highest rates of real economic
growth, of any industrial nation.

Recent gains in the productivity and the
real income of American workers have been
heartening. We intend to continue the
policies that have produced these gains.

We also recognize that, over the longer
term, domestic policies alone cannot solve
all international problems. Even if all coun-
tries achieved a very large measure of suc-
cess In managing their own economies,
strains and tensions could arise at points
of contact with other economies,

We cannot afford a system that almost
every year presents a new Iinvitation to a
monetary crisis. That is why we face the need
to develop procedures for prompt and orderly
adjustment.

It is easy enough to say “prompt and
orderly adjustment.” But that phrase en-
compasses the real problems of workingmen
and women, the fears and hopes of investors
and managers of large and small businesses
and, consequently, the concern of the polit-
ical leadership of every nation. No nation
should be denied the opportunity to adjust,
nor relieved of the obligation to adjust.

In the negotiations ahead, there will be
differences of opinion and approach. Im-
mediate interests may appear to conflict,
There will be times when impasses develop
that may seem impossible to resolve. .

But the world has had some experience
recently with long, hard negotiations—for
example, the strategic arms limitation agree-
ments signed by the Soviet Union and the
United States.

That was bilateral negotiation, between
two nations and not among 124, But its
complexity seemed almost infinite; the obsta=
cles had been hardening for 25 years; the
issue of national security was as sensitive a
matter as can exist between world powers.

We came to an agreement in Moscow this
year because the issue that united us—seek-
ing an end to the wasteful and dangerous
arms race—was greater than the issues that
divided us.

We reached agreement because we realized
that it was impossible for either side to nego-
tiate an advantage over the other. The only
agreement worth making was one in which
each side had a stake in keeping.

Those two principles can guide us in
building the monetary system of the future.

We recognize that the issues that divide
us are many and serious. But the impetus
that will make this negotiation successful
is the force that unites us: a common need
to establish a sound and abiding foundation
for commerce, leading to a better way of life
for all the citizens of the world.

That common need, let us call it the world
interest, demands a new freedom of world
trade and a new fairness in international
economic conduet.

It is a mark of our maturity that we now
see that an unfair advantage gained in an
agreement today only sabotages that agree-
ment tomorrow. The only system that can
work is one that each nation has an active
interest in making work.

The need is self-evident. The will to reform
the monetary system 1s here in this room.
And in a proverb that has its counterpart in
almost every language—where there 15 a
will, there is a way.
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We are gathered to create a responsive
monetary system—responsive to the need for
stability and openness, and responsive to the
need of each country to reflect its unique
character.

In this way we bring to bear one of the
great lessons of federallsm: that often the
best way to enforce an agreed-upon discipline
is to let each member take action to adhere
to it in the way that is best suited to local
character, stage of development and econom-
ic structure.

For its part, the United States of America
will continue to rise to its world responsibil-
ities, joining with other nations to create and
participate in a modern world economic or-
der.

We are secure enough in our independence
to freely assert our interdependence.

These are the prineiples I profoundly be-
lieve should and will guide the United States
in its international economic conduct:

We shall press for a more equitable and
open world of trade.

We shall meet competition rather than run
away from it,

We ehall be a stimulating trading partner
and a stralghtforward bargainer.

‘We shall not turn Inward and isolationist.

In turn we shall look to our friends for
evidence of similar rejection of isolationism
in economic and political affalrs.

Let us all resolve to look at the ledgers of
International commerce with new eyes—to
gee that there s no heroism in a temporary
surplus nor villainy in a temporary deficit,
but to see that progress is possible only in
the framework of equilibrium. In this regard
we must take bold action toward a more
equitable and open world trading order.

Like every leader of the nations repre-
sented here, I want to see new jobs created
all over the world, but I will not condone the
export of jobs out of the United States
caused by an unfairness built into the world’'s
trading system.

Let all nations in the more advanced stages
of industrial development share the respon-
sibility of helping those countries whose
major development lies ahead, and forego
the temptation to use that help as an in-
strument of discrimination or rivalry.

Far more is at stake here than the me-
chanics of commerce and finance. At stake is
the chance to add genuine opportunity to
the lives of people in all nations, the chance
to add stability and security to the savings
and the earnings of hundreds of millions of
people, and the chance to add economlic
muscle to the sinews of peace.

I have spoken this morning in general
terms about how we can advance our economs-
ic interdependence. Later this week, Secre-
tary Shultz will outline a number of propo-
sals which represent the best thinking of my
top economic advisers. I commend these to
you for careful consideration.

The word “economics," traced to its Greek
root, means “the laws of the house.”

This house we live in—this community of
nations—needs far better laws to gulde our
future economic conduct. Every nation can
prosper and benefit working within a modern
world economic order it has a stake in pre-
serving.

Very little of what is done in these negotia-
tions will be widely understood or generally
appreciated.

But history will record the vital nature of
the challenge before us. I am confident that
the men and nations gathered here will seize
the opportunity to create a monetary and
trading system that will work for the com=-
ing generation—and will help to shape the
years ahead into a generation of peace.
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STATEMENT BY THE How. GeEorcE P. SHULTE,
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY AND (GGOVERNOR
OF THE FUND AND BANK FOR THE UNITED
STATES, AT THE JOINT ANNUAL DISCUSSION

The natlons gathered here have it in their
power to strike a new balance in internation-
al economic affairs.

The new balance of which I speak does not
confine itself to the concepts of a balance
of trade or a balance of payments.

The world needs a new balance between
flexibility and stability in its basic approach
to doing business.

The world needs a new balance between
a unity of purpose and a diversity of execu-
tion that will permit nations to cooperate
closely without losing their individuality or
soverelgnty.

We lack that balance today. Success in the
negotiations in which we are engaged will
be measured in terms of how well we are
able to achieve that balance in the future.

I anticipate working closely and intensively
with you to that end, shaping and reshaping
the best of our thinking as we proceed in full
recognition that the legitimate require-
ments of each nation must be meshed into
& harmonious whole.

In that spirit, President Nixon has asked
me to put certain ideas before you.

In so doing, I must necessarily concentrate
my remarks today on monetary matters.
However, I am deeply conscious that, In ap-
proaching this great task of monetary re-
form, we cannot neglect the needs of eco-
nomic development. I am also conscious that
the success of our development efforts will
ultimately rest, In large measure, on our abil-
ity to achieve and maintain a monetary and
trading environment in which all nations
can prosper and profit from the flows of
goods, services and investment among us.

The formation of the Committee of 20,
representing the entire membership of the
Fund, properly reflects and symbolizes the
fact that we are dealing with Issues of deep
interest to all members, and in particular
that the concerns of developing countries
will be fully reflected In discussions of the
reform of the monetary system.

As we enter into negotiations in that group,
we have before us the useful Report of the
Executive Directors, identifying and clarify-
ing some of the basic issues which need to be
resolved.

We also look forward to participation by
other international organizations, with each
contributing where it 1s most qualified to
help. The challenge before us calls for sub-
stantial modification of the institutions and
practices over the entire range of interna-
tional economic cooperation.

There have already been stimulating con-
tributions to our thinking from a wide vari-
ety of other sources—public and private. I
have examined with particular care the state-
ments made over the past few months by
other Governors individually and the eight
points which emerged from the dellberations
of the Finance Ministers of the European
Community.

Drawing from this interchange of views,
and building upon the Smithsonian Agree-
ment, we can now seek a firm consensus for
new monetary arrangements that will serve
us all in the decades ahead. Indeed, I believe
certain principles underlying monetary re-
form already command widespread support.

First is our mutual interest in encourag-
ing freer trade In goods and services and
the flow of capital to the places where it
can contribute most to economie growth.
We must avoid a breakup of the world into
antagonistic blocs. We must not seek a ref-
uge from our problems behind walls of
protectionism.

The pursuit of the common welfare
through more open trade is threatened by
an ancient and recurring fallacy. Surpluses

September 30, 1972

in payments are too often regarded as a sym=
bol of success and of good management
rather than as a measure of the goods and
services provided from a nation's output
without current return.

We must recognize, of course, that freer
trade must be reconciled with the need for
each country to avoid abrupt change in-
volving serious disruptions of production
and employment. We must aim to expand
productive employment in all countries—and
not at one another’s expense.

A second fundamental Is the need to de-
velop a common code of conduct to protect
and strengthen the fabric of a free and open
international economic order.

Such basic rules as “no competitive de-
valuation” and “most-favored-nation treat-
ment” have served us well, but they and
others needs to be reaffirmed, supplemented
and made applicable to today's conditions.
Without such rules to guide us, close and
fruitful cooperation on a day-to-day basis
would not be possible.

Third, in shaping these rules we must rec-
ognize the need for clear disciplines and
standards of behavior to gulde the interna-
tional adjustment process—a crucial gap in
the Bretton Woods system. Amid the debate
about the contributing causes of past im-
balances and the responsibility for intitiative
toward correction, sight has too often been
lost of the fact that adjustment is inherent-
1y a two-sided process—that for the world as
a whole, every surplus is matched by a deficit.

Resistance of surplus countries to loss of
their surpluses defeats the objective of
monetary order as surely as fallure of deficit
countries to attack the source of their defi-
cits. Any effort to develop a balanced and
equitable monetary system must ize

that simple fact; effective and symmetrical
incentives for adjustment are essential to a
lasting system.

Fourth, while insisting on the need for ad-
Justment, we can and should leave consider-
able flexibility to national governments in

their cholce among adjustment instruments.
In a diverse world, equal responsibility and
equal opportunity need not mean rigid uni-
formity in particular practices. But they do
mean 8 common commitment to agreed in-
ternational objectives. The belief is wide-
spread—and we share it—that the exchange
rate system must be more flexible. However,
important as they are, exchange rates are not
the only instrument of adjustment policy
avallable; nor, in specific instances, will they
necessarily be the most desirable.

Fifth, our monetary and trading systems
are an interrelated complex. As we seek to
reform monetary rules, we must at the same
time seek to build In incentives for trade
liberalization. Certalnly, as we look ahead,
ways must be found to integrate better the
work of the GATT and the IMF. Bimuliane-
ously we should insure that there are pres-
sures which move us toward adequate de-
velopment assistance and away from controls
which stifie the free flow of investment.

Finally, and perhaps most fundamental,
any stable and well-functioning internation-
al monetary system must rest upon sound
policies to promote domestic growth and
price stability in the major countries. These
are imperative national goals for my govern=-
ment—and for yours. And no matter how
well we design an International system, its
prospects for survival will be doubtful with-
out eflective discharge of those responsibil-
ities.

Today is not the occasion for presenting a
detalled blueprint for monetary reform. How-
ever, I do want to supplement these general
prineiples with certaln specific and interre-
lated ideas as to how to embody these prin-
ciples in a workable international agreement.

These suggestions are designed to provide
stability without rigldity. They take as a
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point of departure that most countries will
want to operate within the framework of
specified exchange rates. They would en-
courage these rates to be maintained within
specified ranges so long as this is accom-
plished without distorting the fabric of trade
and payments or domestic economic man-
agement. We aim to encourage freer flows of
trade and capital while minimizing distor-
tions from destabilizing flows of mobile capi-
tal. We would strengthen the voice of the
international community operating through
the IMF.

I shall organize these ideas under six head-
ings, recognizing that much work remains to
be done to determine the best techniques in
each area:

The Exchange Rate Regime

The Reserve Mechanism

The Balance of Payments Adjustment
Process

Capital and Other Balance of Payments
Controls

Related Negotiations

Institutional Implications

1. THE EXCHANGE RATE REGIME

We recognize that most countries want to
maintain a fixed point of reference for their
currencies—in other words, a “central” or
“par” value. The corollary is a willingness to
maintain and support these values by assur=-
ing convertibility of their currencies into
other international assets.

A margin for fluctuation for market ex=-
change rates around such central values will
need to be provided sufficiently wide to
dampen incentives for. short-term capital
movements- and, when changes in central

values are desirable, to ease the transition.-

The Smithsonian Agreement took a major
step in that direction. Building on that ap-
proach in the context of a symmetrical sys=-
tem, the permissible outer limits of these
margins of fluctuation for all currencies—in-
cluding the dollar—might be set in the same
range as now permitted for non-doliar cur-
rencies trading against each other.

We also visualize, for example, that coun-
tries in the process of forming a monetary
union—with the higher degree of political
and economic integration that that implies—
may want to maintain narrower bands
among themselves, and should be allowed to
do so. In addition, an individual nation, par-
ticularly in the developing world, may wish
to seek the agreement of a principal trading
partner to maintain a narrower range of ex-
change rate fluctuation between them.

Provision needs also to be made for coun-
tries which decide to float their currencies.
However, a country that refrains from setting
a central value, particularly beyond a brief
transitional period, should be required to ob-
serve more stringent standards of behavior
in other respects to assure the consistency of
its actions with the basic requirement of a
cooperative order.

2. THE RESERVE MECHANISM

We contemplate that the SDR would in-
crease in importance and become the formal
numeraire of the system. To facilitate its role,
that Instrument should be freed of those en-
cumbrances of reconstitution obligations,
designation procedures, and holding limits
which would be unnecessary in a reformed
system. Changes in the amount of SDR in the
system as a whole will be required periodical-
ly to meet the aggregate need for reserves.

A “central value system™ Iimplies some
fluctuation in official reserve holdings of in-
dividual countries to meet temporary dis-
turbances in their balance of payments posi-
tions. In addition, countries should ordi-
narily remain free to borrow or lend, bi-
laterally or multilaterally, through the IMF
or otherwise.

At the same time, official foreign currency
holdings need be neither generally banned
nor encouraged. Some countries may find
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holdings of forelgn currencles provide a use-
ful margin of flexibility in reserve manage-
ment, and fluctuations in such holdings can
provide some elasticity for the system as a
whole in meeting sudden flows of volatile
capital. However, careful study should be
given to proposals for exchanging part of
existing reserve currency holdings into a
special issue of SDR, at the option of the hol-
der.

The suggested provisions for central values
and convertibility do not imply restoration
of a gold-based system. The rigidities of
such a system, subject to the uncertainties
of gold production, speculation, and demand
for industrial uses, cannot meet the needs
of today.

I do not expect governmental holdings of
gold to disappear overnight. I do believe
order'y procedures are available to facilitate
a diminishing role of gold in international
monetary affairs in the future.

3. THE BALANCE OF PAYMENTS ADJUSTMENT

PROCESS

In a system of convertibility and central
values, an effective balance of payments ad-
justment process is inextricably linked to ap-
propriate criteria for changes in central
values and the appropriate level, trend, and
distribution of reserves. Agreement on these
matters, and on other elements of an ef-
fective and timely adjustment process, is es-
sential to make a system both practical and
dureble.

There is, of course, usually a very close
relationship between imbalances in payments
and fluctuations in reserve positions. Coun-
tries experiencing large deterioration in their
reserve positions generally have had to de-
value their currencies or take other meas-
ures to strengthen their balance of payments.
Surplus countries with disproportionate re-
serve gains have, however, been under much
less pressure to revalue their currencies up-
ward or to take other policy actions with a
similar balance of payments effect. If the
adjustment process is to be more effective
and efficient in a reformed system, this asym-
metry will need to be corrected.

1 believe the most promising approach
would be to insure that a surfeit of reserves
indicates, and produces pressure for, ad-
justment on the surplus side as losses of
reserves already do for the deficit side. Bup-
plementary guldes and several technical ap-
proaches may be feasible and should be
examined, Important transitional difficul-
ties will need to be overcome. But, in es-
sence, I believe disproportionate gains or
losaes in reserves may be the most equitable
and effective single indicator we have to guide
the adjustment process.

As I have already indicated, a variety of
policy responses to affect the balance of
payments can be contemplated. An individ-
ual country finding its reserves falling dis-
proportionately would be expected to initiate
corrective actions. For example, small de-
valuations would be freely permitted such a
country. Under appropriate international
surveillance, at some point a country would
have a prima facle case for a larger devalua-
tion.

While we must frankly face up to limita-
tion of the use of domestic monetary, fiscal,
or other internal policies in promoting inter-
national adjustments in some circumstances,
we should also recognize that the country in
deficit might well prefer—and be in a posi-
tion to apply—stricter internal financial dis-
ciplines rather than devalue its currency.
Only in exceptional circumstances and for a
limited period should a country be permitted
direct restraints and these should be general
and nondiscriminatory. Persistent refusal to
take fundamental adjustment measures
could result in withdrawal of borrowing,
SDR allocation, or other privileges.

Conversely, a country permitting its re-
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serves to rise disproportionately could lose
its right to demand conversion, unless it
undertook at least limited revaluation or
other acceptable measures of adjustment. If
reserves nonetheless continued to rise and
were maintained at those higher levels over
an extended period, then more forceful ad-
Jjustment measures would be indicated.

For a surplus as for a deficit country, a
change in the exchange rate need not be
the only measure contemplated. Increasing
the provision of concessionary aid on an
untied basis, reduction of tariffs and other
trade barriers, and elimination of obstacles
to outward investment could, in specific
circumstances at the option of the nation
concerned, provide supplementary or alter-
native means. But, in the absence of a
truly effective combination of corrective
measures, other countries should ultimate-
ly be Iree to protect their interests by a sur-
charge on the imports from the chronic sur-
plus country.

For countries moving toward a monetary
union, the guidelines might be applied on a
collective basis, provided the countries were
willing to speak with one voice and to be
treated as a unit for purposes of applying the
basic rules of the international monetary and
trading system.

4. CAPITAL AND OTHER BALANCE OF
PAYMENTS CONTROL

It is implicit in what I have said that T
believe that the adjustment process should
be directed toward encouraging freer trade
and open capital markets. If trade controls
are permitted temporarily in extreme cases on
balance of payments grounds, they should be
in the form of surcharges or across-the-
board taxes. Controls on capital flows should
not be allowed to become a means of main-
taining a chronieally undervalued currency.
No country should be forced to use controls
In lieu of other, more basic, adjustment
measures.

5. RELATED NEGOTIATIONS

We welcome the commitments which ma-
jor nations have already made to start de-
tailed trade negotiations under the GATT
in the coming year. These negotiations, deal-
ing with specific products and specific re-
straints need not wait on monetary reform,
nor need monetary reform await the results
of specific trade negotiations.

Those negotiations, and the development
of rules of good behavior in the strictly
monetary area, need to be supplemented by
negotiations to achieve greater equity and
uniformity with respect to the use of sub-
sidles, and fiscal or administrative pressures
on trade and investment transactions. Im-
proper practices in these areas distort trade
and investment relationships as surely as do
trade barriers and currency disequilibrium.
In some instances, such as the use of tariff
surcharges or capital controls for balance of
payments purposes, the linkage is so close
that the Committee of 20 must deal with
the matter directly. As a supplement to its
work, that group can hlep launch serious ef-
forts in other bodles to harmonize countries’
practices with respect to the taxation of in-
ternational trade and investment, the grant-
ing of export credit, and the subsidization of
international investment flows.

6. INSTITUTIONAL IMPLICATIONS

As I look to the future, it seems to me that
there are several clear-cut institutional re-
quirements of a sensible reform of the mone-
tary and trading system.

Several times today, I have stressed the
need for a comprehensive new set of mone-
tary rules. Those rules will need to be placed
under guardianship of the IMF, which must
be prepared to assume an even more critical
role in the world economy.

Given the interrelationships between trade
and payments, that role will not be effec-
tively discharged without harmonizing the
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rule of the IMF and the GATT and achlev-
ing a close working relationship.

Finally, we need to recognize that we are
inevitably dealing with matters of essential
and sensitive national interest to specific
countries. International decision-making will
not be credible or effective unless it is carried
out by representatives who clearly carry a
high stature and influence in the councils of
their own governments. Our international in-
stitutions will need to reflect that reality, so
that in the years ahead national governments
will be intensively and continuously involved
in their deliberations and processes. Without
& commitment by national governments to
make A new system work in this way, all our
other Iabors may come to naught.

I am fully aware that the United States
as well as other countries cannot leap into
new monetary and trading arrangements
without a transitional period. I can state,
however, that after such transitional period
the United States would be prepared to
undertake an obligation to convert official
foreign dollar holdings into other reserve
assets as a part of a satisfactory system such
as I have suggested—a system assuring ef-
fective and equitable operation of the ad-
Justment process. That decision will, of
course, need to rest on our reaching a dem-
onstrated capacity during the transitional
period to meet the obligation in terms of our
reserve and balance of payments position.

We fully recognize that we have not yet
reached the strength we need in our ex-
ternal accounts. In the end, there can be no
substitute for such strength in providing the
underpinning for a stable dollar and a stable
monetary system.,

An acceptable monetary system requires
a willingness on the part of all of us to con-
tribute to the common goal of full interna-
tional equilibrium. Lacking such equilibrium
no system will work. The equilibrium can-
not be achieved by any one country acting
alone.

We engage in discussions on trade and
financial matters with a full realization of
the necessity to continue our own efforts on
& broad front to restore our balance of pay-
ments. I must add, in all candor, that our
efforts to improve our position have, in more
than one instance, been thwarted by the re-
luctance of others to give up an unjustified
preferential and highly protected market
position. Yet, without success in our en-
deavor, we cannot maintain our desired share
in the provision of aid, and reduce our official
debt to foreign monetary authorities.

We take considerable pride in our progress
toward price stability, improved productivity
and more rapid growth during the past year.
Sustained into the future, as it must be, that
record will be the best possible medicine not
only for our domestic prosperity but for the
effective functioning of the international
financial system.

My remarks today reflect the large agenda
before us. I have raised difficult, complicated,
and controversial issues. I did not shrink
from so doing for a simple reason: I know
that you, as we, want to move ahead on the
great task before us.

Let us see Iif, in Nairobi next year, we can
say that a new balance is in prospect and
that the main outlines of a new system are

d. We owe ourselves and each other
that effort.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the fol-
lowing measures on the calendar: Calen~
dar No. 1177 through Calendar No. 1183.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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POWER OF ATTORNEY

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 3203) to amend the Soldiers’ and
Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940, as
amended, in order to extend under cer-
tain circumstances the expiration date
specified in a power of attorney executed
by a member of the Armed Forces who is
missing in action or held as a prisoner of
war which had been reported from the
Committee on Armed Services with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The bill, with its preamble, reads as
follows:

Whereas it is declared to be a policy of the
United States Government to assist those
members of the military service, and their
familles, who are listed as missing in action
or prisoners of war as a result of the Viet-
nam conflict; and

Whereas the indeterminable status con-
cerning the ultimate fate of those men so
listed as missing in action or prisoners of war
has created problems concerning their legal
status in management of their personal af-
falrs: Now, therefore,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Represeniatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940,
as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 501 et seq.), is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 101(1) (50 U.S.C. App. 511(1))
is amended by striking out “The term ‘per-
sons in military service'” and inserting In
place thereof “The term ‘person in the mili-
tary service’, the term ‘persons in military
service’,”.

“(2) designates that person’s spouse, par-
ent, or

“Sec, 701, (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, & power of attorney which—

“(1) was duly executed by a person in the
military service who is in a missing status (as
defined in section 551(2) of title 37, United
States Code);

“(2) designates that person's spouse, par-
ent, or other named relative as his attorney
in fact for certain specified, or all, purposes;
and

*“(3) expires by its terms after that per-
son entered a missing status, and before or
after the effective date of this section;
shall be automatically extended for the
period that the person is In a missing status.

“(b) No power of attorney executed after
the effective date of this section by a person
in the military service may be extended un-
der subsectlon (a) If the document by its
terms clearly indicates that the power
granted expires on the date specified even
though that person, after the date of execu-
tion of the document, enters a missing status.

*“(c) This section applies only to persons in
military service who executed powers of at-
torney during the Vietnam era (as defined in
section 101(29) of title 38, United States
Code).”

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO
GRANT SPECIAL 30-DAY LEAVE
FOR MEMBERS OF THE UNI-
FORMED SERVICES WHO VOLUN-
TARILY EXTEND THEIR TOUR OF
DUTY IN HOSTILE FIRE AREAS

The bill (H.R. 14537) to amend see-
tion 703(b) of title 10, United States
Code, to extend the authority to grant
a special 30-day leave for members

September 30, 1972

of the uniformed services who volun-
tarily extend their tours of duty in hos-
tile fire areas was considered, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

MOVING OF DEPENDENTS AND EF-
FECTS OF CERTAIN MEMBERS OF
THE ARMED FORCES

The bill (H.R. 14915) to amend chap~
ter 10 of title 37, United States Code, to
authorize at Government expense, the
transportation of house trailers or mobile
dwellings, in place of household and per-
sonal effects, of members in a missing
status, and the additional movement of
dependents and effects, or trailers, of
those members in such a status for more
than 1 year was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

CONTINUATION OF INCENTIVE PAY
TO MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED
SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD RE-
QUIRED FOR HOSPITALIZATION
AND REHABILITATION AFTER
TERMINATION OF MISSING
STATUS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 14909) to amend section 552
(a) of title 37, United States Code, to
provide continuance of incentive pay to
members of the uniformed services for
the period required for hospitalization
and rehabilitation after termination of
missing status which had been reported
from the Committee on Armed Services
with an amendment on page 3, line 4,
after the word “period,” insert “not to
exceed one year.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN FPROP-
ERTY IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBEIA

The bill (H.R. 2895) to provide for
the conveyance of certain real property
in the District of Columbia to the Na-
tional Firefighting Museum and Center
for Fire Prevention, Inc., was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

TO ESTABLISH RIGHTS FOR THE
BLIND AND OTHERWISE PHYSI-
CALLY DISABLED

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 11032) to enable the blind and
the otherwise physically disabled to
participate fully in the social and eco-
nomie life of the District of Columbia,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia with
amendments on page 2, line 11, after the
word “a”, strike out “guide dog” and in-
sert “dog guide”; in line 14, after the
word “the”, strike out “guide dog” and in-
sert “dog guide”; in line 21 after the word
“a”, where it appears the second time,
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strike out “guide dog” and insert “dog
guide”; on page 3, line 1, after the word
“3" where it appears the second time,
strike out “guide dog” and insert “dog
guide”; in line 5, after the word “a”,
where it appears the second time, strike
out “guide dog” and insert “dog guide”;
on page 4, line 11, after the word “a”,
strike out “guide dog” and insert “dog
guide’; in line 12, after the word “a”,
strike out “guide dog"™ and insert “dog
guide”; and, in line 15, after the word
“the”, strike out “guide dog” and insert
“dog guide”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered fo be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

POLICE PERSONNEL RECORDS OF
THE METROPOLITAN POLICE DE-
PARTMENT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 11773) to amend section 15 of
title 4 of the District of Columbia Code
to exclude the personnel records, home
addresses, and telephone numbers of the
officers and members of the Metropoli-
tan Police Department of the District of
Columbia from the records open to pub-
lic inspection which had been reported
from the Committee on the District of
Columbia with an amendment to strike
out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

TITLE I—POLICE PERSONNEL RECORDS

SEc. 101. Section 389 of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States relating to the Dis~
trict of Columbia (D.C. Code, sec. 4-135), is
amended to read as follows: “The records to
be kept by paragraphs 1, 2, and 4 of section
386 shall be open to public inspection when
not in actual use, and this requirement shall
be enforceable by mandatory injunction is-
sued by the Superior Court of the District of
Columbia on the application of any person.”.

TITLE II—COMPENSATION

Sec. 201. On and after the date of the en-
actment cf this Act, the Chairman of the
District of Columbia Council shall receive
compensation at the rate of $20,000 per an-
num, the Vice Chairman of such Council
shall recelve compensation at the rate of
$15,000 per annum, and each other member
of such Council shall receive compensation
at the rate of $12,500 per annum.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“An act relating to police personnel rec-
ords and compensation of members of
the District of Columbia Council.”

ORDER OF PROCEDURE ON CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 1 AND 8. 3970

Mr. ROBERT C. BEYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that at a time
to be determined by the majority leader
or his designee on Monday, action on
H.R. 1 may be resumed and S. 3970 be set
aside temporarily to a time determined
by the majority leader or his designee, or
until the close of business on Monday,
whichever is the earlier.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that a time to
be determined by the distinguished ma-
jority leader on Monday, HR. 1 be laid
aside and consideration be resumed on
the Defense Appropriation bill, if not al-
ready disposed of, and/or it also be in or-
der for the leader to take up the mili-
tary construction appropriation bill on
Monday if reported by then.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER TO CALL UP DEFENSE OR
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AP-
PROPRIATION BILLS ON TUESDAY
NEXT, IFF CLOTURE IS NOT IN-
VOEKED

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if cloture is not invoked on Tuesday next
on S. 3970, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed immediately after the
vote to the consideration of the HEW ap-
propriation bill, with 8. 3970 to be laid
aside until an hour to be determined by
the majority leader or his designee, or
until the close of business on Tuesday
next, whichever is the earlier; provided,
moreover, in that event, that it be in
order at any time, on any day, for the
majority leader to call up any of the fol-
lowing appropriation bills which may re-
main to be acted on:

Defense appropriation bill.
bnll\&ilitary Construction appropriation

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. It being understood,
when the Senator speaks of S. 3970, that
it will be at the times indicated, the un-
finished business?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BenTseEn). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ORDER TO CALL UP DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATION, MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION, AND HEW APPRO-
PRIATION BILLS FOLLOWING DIS-
POSITION OF 8. 3970 IF CLOTURE
IS INVOKED ON TUESDAY NEXT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent, if cloture is in-
voked on Tuesday, next, that it be in or-
der at any time and on any day following
disposition of S. 3970, for the majority
leader or his designee to call up any of
the following appropriation bills which
may remain to be acted on:

Defense appropriation.

Military construction appropriation.

HEW appropriation.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, may I inquire of the
distinguished acting majority leader if
this would give the leadership the right
to call up any and all appropriation bills
prior to calling up H.R. 13915?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. No, no; this
request, if acceded to, would be in keep-
ing with the earlier assurance of the
distinguished majority leader that back
of the busing bill would be the supple-

32987

mental appropriation bill, which is a
necessary appropriation bill, and the
debt limit revision. The only appropria-
tions bills that would, by my requests,
be moved ahead of the busing bill would
be defense—which we are on today—
military construction, and the HEW ap-
propriation bill, which has already been
reported and which is on the calendar.

Mr. ALLEN. May I inquire, then, of
the acting majority leader, if it is the
plan and intention and the assurance of
the leadership that the education bill
will be called up and made the pending
business and thereafter be the un-
finished business prior to calling up the
debt limit bill and the supplemental
appropriations?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is true.
The distinguished majority leader has
given assurance to the Senator and to the
Senate that after S. 3970—the unfinished
business—and the welfare bill, HR. I,
are disposed of one way or another, the
busing bill will be the next order of busi-
ness and will become the unfinished
business.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished
acting majority leader. I want to express
my very deep appreciation to the leader-
ship for making this commitment and
giving this assurance. Certainly, those of
us who want to see the Senate have an
opportunity to work its will on this bill
could ask for nothing fairer than the
plan that the distingumished acting ma-
jority leader has just outlined, because
of the necessity, if the Government is to
continue operating beyond October 31,
that the debt ceiling bill be passed, and
if some of the departments are to op-
erate at full strength, it will be necessary
that the supplemental appropriations
also be passed.

So, giving the Senate an opportunity to
act on HR. 13915 prior to taking up
those bills is certainly as fair a disposi-
tion of this matter as the Senator from
Alabama and those who want this bill
considered by the Senate could pos-
sibly ask for.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May I say, s0
that the record will be absolutely clear,
that what I have said in response to the
questions by the distinguished Senator
from Alabama, and that what I have
proposed in the unanimous-consent re-
quests does not go one iota beyond——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
BenTsEN). The time for morning busi-
ness has expired.

ORDER FOR EXTENSION OF MORN-
ING BUSINESS TODAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that morning
business be extended an additional 9
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
would the distinguished Senator from
Virginia (Mr. Harry F. Byrp, JR.) yield
me——

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I am glad
to yield to the Senator my 3 minutes
under momming business.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It does not go
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beyond what the distinguished majority
leader has already stated on the floor of
this Chamber and heretofore.

Mr. ALLEN. I certainly agree with
what the distinguished acting majority
leader states, but I do not believe it has
been stated with such clarity heretofore,
so the Senator from Alabama is delighted
that there has been outlined in this
degree of particularity——

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield to me?

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD, May I first re-
spond to the Senator from Alabama, and
then I will be glad to yield to the Sena-
tor from New York,

These orders provide for an orderly
sequence of legislative action——

Mr, ALLEN. Yes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD (continuing).
On the three appropriation bills and on
S. 3970, and also on the welfare bill,
H.R. 1, so far as we can see with respect
to welfare,

We are in a period now when almost
anything can happen. We are seeking to
complete the people’s business by October
14. It is necessary that the appropriation
bills be passed. My requests, therefore,
would be in keeping with the distin-
guished majority leader’'s assurance to
the distinguished Senator from Alabama
and to the Senate that following action
on the welfare bill and S. 3970, the busing
bill will be next.

These orders, as I say, would be in
keeping entirely with that assurance. At
the same time, we would try to move the
three appropriation bills, HEW, military
construction, and defense, at least
through the Senate, so that conferences
can be going on in the meantime with
the House while the Senate is completing
its business on welfare, busing, supple-
mental appropriations, debt limit, and
so forth.

Mr, ALLEN. That is eminently fair, in
the opinion of the Senator from Ala-
bama.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield to me
now?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr., JAVITS. This is the first time I
have heard the bills actually laid out.
In other words, I have heard the dis-
tinguished majority leader give assur-
ances to the distinguished Senator from
Alabama (Mr. Arren) that the busing
bill, the so-called antibusing bill, would
be called up and that there would be
“must” legislation behind it. But I have
not heard the bills laid out specifically
and that the “must” legislation behind
it would be the supplemental and the
debt limit. I have not heard that done.

Therefore, I ask the distinguished
acting majority leader whether this rep-
resents, now, a new implementation of
that commitment or whether—perhaps I
did not hear it as I have not combed the
Recorp—the distinguished majority
leader actually named those bills spe-
cifically as the bills which would wait on
disposition of the antibusing bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I want to be
sure I do not misquote the distinguished
majority leader. I can only say that this
is my understanding of what his inten-
tion is, He has stated specifically that
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once the bill §. 3970, and the welfare
bill, HR. 1, are disposed of, the busing
bill will be next.

All that I have done here, if my re-
quests are agreed to, will be to assure
that the majority leader will be in a
position to move the HEW appropriation
bill, the military construction bill, and
the defense appropriation bill—on which
we do not know what will happen to-
day—to the Senate floor for action at
any times he deems best while S. 3970
and H.R. 1 are being disposed of.

Mr. JAVITS. I do not intend to object
to the request, but I do think that the
record needs clarification as to whether
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. RoeerT C. Byrp) is doing
one of the following things:

Is he making a new commitment with
respect to what will be behind the anti-
busing bill?

Is he implementing a commitment
made by the distinguished majority
leader, or is he simply restating what he
understood the distinguished majority
leader to have stated?

I thought he was doing the last. That
little bit misled me.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I am doing
the last.

Mr. JAVITS. In other words, he is
making no new commitments, no imple~
mentations. I believe he is only stating
what the majority leader already stated.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Exactly; I
would be in no position to make any new
commitments without the approval of the
majority leader. I may in my statements
this morning have left the wrong im-
pression, which I hope I have not.

Mr. JAVITS. I think the Senator has
clarified it, so long as we are dealing
with what the majority leader has as-
sured us or not assured us, we can al-
ways find out.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
let me state precisely what I am doing
here and what I think the majority
leader has said.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may proceed for 5 minutes
if necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the majority leader has stated—I think
I am quite right in saying unequivocal-
ly—that once the welfare bill and the
consumer protection bill has been dis-
posed of, one way or the other, the bus-
ing bill will be next. Now, that is all he
has said.

Mr. JAVITS. And he also said, if the
Senator will yield, that behind it will be
must legislation.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes; behind it
will be “must’ legislation.

Mr. JAVITS. I heard him say that.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. He did not de-
fine what that “must” legislation will be.

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly right and
that is what worries me, until the Sen-
ator said so very specifically.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
let me be sure the record is clear on what
I meant to say. So much for the majority
leader and what he meant to say. That
is clear I will not go beyond that.

Now, second, the request I have pro-
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pounded foday would merely provide for
almost any confingency that would arise,
so as to protect the majority leader in
bringing to the Senate floor the HEW
appropriations bill, the defense appro-
priations bill, and the military construc-
tion appropriations bill, prior to action
on the busing bill.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, what the Senator has
stated in his last remarks is exactly as I
understand it. I thought he went con-
siderably further in answer to Senator
ALLEN’S question, and it worried me, That
is why I just wanted to get the principle
laid down that he is not making new
commitments or implementations of
commitments according to his own ideas,
but that he believed he was simply re-
porting to the Senate what he under-
stood the majority leader had in mind.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may I say, I would never make any new
commitment without having been au-
thorized by the distinguished majority
leader. If I did, it would be through
Eerror.

In answer to the question of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ArLeN), I think I was right in saying
that once the busing bill is taken up, at
least insofar as these provisions here are
concerned, the supplemental appropria-
tions bill and the debt limit revision
bill would be still down the road.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes; that is exactly what
the Senator from Alabama said.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. This request
does not go to either of those bills.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes; the Senator from
New York pointed out that the majority
leader had promised to bring the school
bill up while there was still must legisla-
tion behind it.

Now the distinguished acting majority
leader has stated that it is the assurance
that that particular must legislation will
be the debt ceiling bill and the supple-
mental appropriation.

Mr, ROBERT C, EYRD, Mr. President,
I think I must have been misread. In
my own judgment, the requests I have
made here do not touch—I know they do
not touch—either the supplemental bill
or the debt limit bill. These requests have
only to do with the three appropriation
bills—HEW, defense, and military con-
struction—and are meant to try to deal
with any of several contingencies which
could arise. For example, if today the
Senate would go out for lack of a quorum
and the defense appropriations bill would
not have been completeq, on Monday
morning the very first thing required
would be to get a live quorum and a vote
on whatever amendment might have
been pending at the time the Senate ad-
Jjourned on Saturday because of the lack
of a quorum, Programing problems could
then arise.

So, I am trying to put the majority
leader in a position on Monday morning
and afterward so, that if something
should happen today or later, he would
be in a position to handle whatever sit-
uation may arise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BENTSEN). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,




September 30, 1972

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ator from Alabama be recognized for 3
minutes and that the time for morning
business be extended accordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I want the distingiushed majority leader
to be in a position on Monday morn-
ing—if he wants to proceed with H.R. 1
or the Defense appropriations bill—to
do so.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, as the Sen-
ator from Alabama understands it, even
if the school bill is made the unfinished
business, the agreement would be that
the bills listed by the distinguished Sen-
ator, the defense appropriation bill, the
HEW appropriation bill, and the military
construction bill, could be called up ahead
of the unfinished business which, by that
time, would be the school hill, but that
the debt ceiling and the supplemental
appropriations could not under this
agreement be called up ahead of the
school bill, Is that correct?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. No, that is
not correct. The agreement does not pro-
vide for their being called up.

Mr. ALLEN. I understand.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It merely pro-
vides—entirely apart and without any
consideration whatever on the supple-
mental appropriations and the debt limit
bills—for the majority leader to have au-
thority with which he can move the HEW
appropriation bill and the military con-
struction appropriation bill and the de-
fense appropriation bill forward. He may
not have any problems with either of
these bills. But as we look down the road
today, contingencies could arise.

Mr. ALLEN. That is fine, but as the
Senator from Alabama understands it,
when the two items, the two fracks—
HEW and the consumer protection
measure—are disposed of, the school bill
will come up next. That is an undisputed
commitment. Then there is no commit-
ment under the request by the distin-
guished Senator at this time that the
debt ceiling bill or the supplemental ap-
propriations could be brought in ahead
of the school bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the request I have made leaves those two
bills unaffected.

Mr. ALLEN. I understand the Senator,
and I thank him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
my last request thas not been acted upon.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I have no
objection. I withdraw my reservation of
an objection to the request. I did not ob-
ject, but I did reserve the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from West Virginia
is agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I want to be sure where we were when we
paused. I will repeat the unanimous-con-
sent request. My unanimous-consent re-
quest was that if cloture is invoked on
Tuesday, it be in order at any time on
any day following the disposition of S.
3970 for the majority leader to call up
any of the following appropriation bills
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which may remain to be acted upon—
defense appropriations bill, military con-
struction appropriations bill, and HEW
appropriations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the unanimous-consent request
of the Senator from West Virginia was
agreed to. That is the understanding of
the Chair as to the previous request.

Mr. ROBERT C.BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that it be in
order at any time prior to 1 p.m. Tues-
day for the majority leader to call up
H.R. 1 or any of the following appro-
priations bills if not by then disposed of,
Defense appropriations or military con-
struction appropriations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I thank the Senate for its indulgence, and
I thank all Senators for their patience
and cooperation,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

5.667. A bill to designate certain lands in
the Lassen Volcanic National Park in Cali-
fornia as wilderness (Rept. No. 92-1248).

By Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Committee
on Appropriations with amendments:

H.R.16754. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
02-1249).

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF
1972—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 1663

(Ordered to be printed.)

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., proposed an
amendment to the bill (H.R. 1) to amend
the Social Security Act to increase bene-
fits and improve eligibility and computa-
tion methods under the OASDI program,
to make improvements in the medicare,
medicaid, and maternal and child health
health programs with emphasis on im-
provements in their operating effective-
ness, to replace the existing Federal-
State public assistance program with a
Federal program of adult assistance and
a Federal program of benefits to low-
income families with children with in-
centives and requirements for employ-
ment and training to improve the capac-
ity for employment of members of such
families, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1884

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. SCOTT submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (HR.1).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to H.R. 1 to the desk and ask
that it be printed and lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the amend-
ment I am submitting is a total substi-
tute of the House-passed version of titles
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IV and V, with some minor conforming
modifications.

I do not know what the final outcome
of this debate will be. I am convinced,
however, that our existing welfare mess
must be reformed, and I believe that all
proposals should be before us. I am also
assured that the President is strongly
behind the House-passed reform bill and
that he considers it “must” legislation for
this year.

Lest it be too conveniently forgotten,
President Nixon was the first to submit
a comprehensive welfare reform plan.

To say that he supports no reform
merely on the basis that he favors one
of the pending proposals over the others
is patently ridiculous in a body where
there are usually 100 different views on
each proposal that is brought before it.
By such reasoning, the same could be
said of any Senator who has expressed
an allegiance to one proposal or another.
Indeed, as I have stated on earlier oc-
casions, I believe that some of the pro-
posals which are now embodied in
amendment No. 1614, introduced by the
Senator from Connecticut, have merit.
But if there is one point on which the
President and I are in total agreement,
it is that there must be a solution, and
soon.

It is the House-passed proposal which
has the President’s support. The House
of Representatives itself spent many
months deliberating over it. It should be
before the full Senate, and at the appro-
priate time, given suitable circumstances,
I exz:}ect to call my amendment up for
a vote.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

COMPULSORY DISCLOSURE OF
NEWS SOURCES

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I am
cosponsoring legislation (8. 3925) with
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
Ervin) and the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. PEarson) to protect newsmen from
compulsory disclosure of information in
Federal criminal proceedings when such
disclosure is not necessary for the proper
{;mct.ioning of the criminal justice sys-

m,

The bill, which is similar to legislation
I have previously sponsored, is designed
to insure that freedom of the press is se-
cure from unwarranted Government in-
terference. Any infringement of press
freedom, any intimidation of journalists,
particularly by the Government, under-
mines the strength of our society and
the role of the press as public watchdog.

The need for this legislation was made
apparent by the Supreme Court’s deci-
sion June 29 in Branzburg against Hayes.
The Court, in a 5-to-4 decision, held that
the first amendment grants no protec-
tion to newsmen from compulsory dis-
closure of information to the Govern-
ment.

The decision, as Justice Stewart ob-
served in his dissent, reflects a *““disturb-
ing insensitivity to the critical role of an
independent press in our society.”

On the same day, June 29, the Court
made another, corollary decision affect-
ing information flow. In United States
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against Gravel, involving the Senator
from Alaska, the Court denied the exist-
ence of any constitutional link between
the legislative duties of a Member of
Congress and the information he receives
or sends to his constituents. This deci-
sion, and that in United States against
Brewster, moved the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ErRviN) to comment:

The Court's recent decislons have so re-
stricted this [“speech or debate’] immunity
that Members of Congress can no longer
independently acquire information on the
activity of the executive branch nor inform
their constituents of their findings without
risking criminal prosecution. Indeed as a re-
sult of these decisions it is even possible that
in certain situations a Members' speech or
vote on the Floor may subject him fo inquiry
and intimidation by the executive or judicial
branch. These two decisions represent im-
portant defeats for Congress and constitute
a further deterloration of its power and inde-
pendence in relation to the Executive and
Judicial Branches.

Writing in the Columbia Journalism
Review, Dr. Norman E. Isaacs, former
Louisville Courier-Journal and Times
editor, past president of the American
Society of Newspaper Editors, now
editor in residence of Columbia’s Grad-
uate School of Journalism, said of the
Court’s June 29 decisions:

These cases and the Pentagon Papers deci-
sion of last year—which involved temporary
prior restraint—leave adherents of a free
press no reason to be sanguine. The best hope
for protection of news sources now appears
to lie in passage of federal and state “shield”
laws.

My sponsorship of earlier “newsman’s
privilege” was primarily motivated by
the Justice Department’s efforts to sub-
pena reporters’ notes, confidential mate-
rials and television tapes. Reporters at
CBS and NBEC were served with 112 sub-
penas between January 1969 and July
1971, The New York Times reporters
alone received 18 subpenas in 1969-70,
compared with 12 for the 5 preceding
vears.

In July 1971 then Attorney General
Mitchell released “guidelines” regarding
the issuance of subpenas which tended
to limit their use. However, under the
guidelines the Government can subpena
unpublished information, even if confi-
dential. And when “emergencies and
other unusual situations” occur, the
Government may issue a subpena “which
does not exactly conform to the guide-
lines.”

In the recent Supreme Court deci-
sion—involving three newsmen in sepa-
rate cases—the Court’s majority seemed
oblivious of the chilling effect of that
decision on the freedom of the press to
investigate, expose and report without
fear of governmental interference. The
decision represents a direct assault on
the public’s right to know. As the New
York Times editorialized:

By forcing newsmen to reveal their sources
of iInformation to a grand jury, the Court
is in fact undermining the whole basis of the
confidential relationship between a reporter
and his sources, which is the only basis on
which much information of vital importance
to the public can be revealed.

As many have pointed out, it is the
public that will be the principal victim
of the Court’s amazingly constricted
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viewpoint. It will be much more difficult
to obtain and publish information in-
volving matters, that perhaps for ulterior
motives, governmental bodies may wish
to conceal. Justice Douglas noted in his
dissent:

As the years pass, the power of government
becomes more and more pervasive. It is a
power to suffocate both people and causes,

These newsmen were not claiming an
absolute privilege in all circumstances,
but protection against grand jury ques-
tioning except when there was a special
reason to believe they possessed informa-
tion for which there was a compelling
need.

The Court’s decision did suggest that
the legitimate claims of reporters to priv-
ilege might best be protected by effective
legislation. Justice Powell, while con-
curring with the majority, made a special
point of his belief that newsmen do have
constitutional rights “in safeguarding
their sources,” and that governmental
authorities are not free to “annex” the
news media as “an investigative arm of
government.”

Mr. President, 18 States, including Ar-
kansas, have some form of “shield” law,
which generally provide protection of
confidentiality. It is appropriate and im-
portant that we have a uniform national
standard as would be established by this
legislation, and which would put an end
to ambiguities, doubts, and fears. That
is the purpose of this bill and I believe
that it constitutes a reasonable balance
between law enforcement and freedom of
the press.

As the Washington Post stated in a
recent editorial:

A free, enterprising, responsible, but un-
fettered press is perhaps more important to
our nation now than any time in our history.

Mr. President, this legislation deserves
serious and thorough consideration. I
think we must assure that our newsmen
remain free to inform the public and do
not become agents of the Government.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF POSITION ON
A VOTE

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I was
necessarily absent when the Senate took
up Mr. Proxmire's amendment to H.R.
16705, the foreign aid appropriations bill.

Mr. President, had I been present and
voting, I would have voted in favor of this
amendment, which would have reduced
the appropriations for the Inter-Amer-
ican Development Bank.

THE RISING COST OF HEALTH
INSURANCE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, a
provocative and timely article recently
appeared in the New England Journal of
Medicine, 287:13, September 28, 1972. In
a study conducted in Boston, Weiss,
Wiese, and Kleinman point out that
operating expenses for 74 Blue Cross and
73 Blue Shield plans rose over 60 percent
between the years 1965 through 1969,
when calculated on a per-enrollee basis.

I think it is important to note that
this period marked a period of rapidly
increasingly Federal involvement in the
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purchase of health insurance on behalf
of the American people, and as a prime
customer for many of the companies in
question.

This article examines the performance
record of Blue Cross and Blue Shield,
generally considered to be the best of the
lot as far as health insurers are con-
cerned. If the implications of this study
are valid, I hate to think of what is oc-
curring in the commercial health insur-
ance industry.

The authors note that a ninefold
spread exists in operating costs per en-
rollee between the plans with the highest
and lowest operating costs. They go on
to note that it was not possible to cor-
relate increases in operating expenses
with specific variables. The point is that
the information simply does not exist
which would enable Government or any-
one else to determine why the increase
took place or how to account for it. Is it
because of increased inefficiency, or is it,
as an invited editorial accompanying the
article suggests, because of increasing
policing activity on the part of the in-
surance companies? This article, I be-
lieve, points out many of the difficulties
inherent in a highly fragmented, highly
diversified health insurance system. How,
with over 1,400 different health insur-
ance companies, can the Federal Govern-
ment or any other purchaser of health
care services ever hope to be able to im-
pose requirements which would help
identify the components of the cost of
health insurance? How, with over 1,400
different plans providing different cover-
age, having different exclusions, condi-
tions, preconditions, and other “hookers”
as well as differing levels of deductibles
and coinsurance, can any sense be made
out of the current situation?

Apparently, health insurance com-
panies do not have the capability to
identify their expenses in terms of claims
per enrollees, claims by type, enrollee
groups by type, or any other variable
which would enable them to control costs
effectively.

The article, I believe, reinforces my
view that health insurance companies
simply act as a pass through for money,
and do not have the ability, even if they
had the will, to control health care costs.
This inability arises from the simple fact
that they themselves do not know where
the dollars they collect from their sub-
scribers for “health care” really go. I
believe the article is a strong argument
in favor of a uniform national health
insurance plan. To continue to expend
public funds when accountability is im-
possible to achieve is grossly irresponsi-
ble. I commend the authors for this fine
work, and I ask unanimous consent that
the entire article be printed in the Rec-
ORrD, along with its accompanying edi-
torial, and a New York Times letter to
the editor, dated August 31, 1972.

Also, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that a story about the Weiss
article, written by Richard Knox, and
published in the Boston Globe of Sep-
tember 28 be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:




September 30, 1972

BLUE Cross CosTs Soar, STUDY SHOWS
{(By Richard A. Knox)

Operating costs of Blue Cross and Blue
Shield plans across the nation have sky-
rocketed over the past seven years, outpacing
even the rate of health care inflation, ac-
cording to an analysls published by three
Harvard researchers.

The report reveals a jump between 1965
and 1969 of more than 60 percent in ad-
ministrative costs per subscriber in the coun-
try’s two largest health insurance systems.

During that period, Massachusetts Blue
Cross and Blue Shield nearly doubled the
cost of processing claims, on a per-enrollee
basis, The rate of increase was 98 percent for
Massachusetts Blue Shield and 95 percent
for Blue Cross, placing them among the
plans with the highest rates of administra-
tive inflation.

The study was conducted by Dr. Robert J.
Weilss, Dr. Willlam Wiese and Dr. Joel C.
Kleinman of the Harvard Center for Com-
munity Health and Medical Care.

They suggested in an article in New Eng-
land Journal of Medicine and in interviews
that their findings justify a hard look at the
efficiency of the Blues and the commercial
health insurance industry before contem-
platihg either as a vehicle for any natlonal
health insurance plan.

Analyzing 74 Blue Cross and 73 Blue Shield
plans, the Harvard researchers concluded
that if all plans operated as efficiently as a
few apparently exemplary ones do, the Blues'
140 million subscribers could have saved
$119 million in 1969.

The study analyzed nine factors that might
explain the rise in operating costs, com-
paring plans with high costs against those
with lower costs per subscriber.

Taken together, these factors—which in-
cluded the impact of Medicare and the in-
crease in number of claims filed for each
enrollee—accounted for only a third of the
variation in operating expenses from one
plan to another.

Nationally, that wvariation was found to
range from #$1.18 to $8.74 per Blue Cross
subscriber per month. Among Blue Shield
plans the administrative costs swung from
99.56 cents a month per subscriber to $9.42 a
month,

As an example of the effect of administra-
tive inflation, the Harvard researchers cited
a Boston-area institution with a Blue Cross-
Blue BShield contract which found itself
paying an administrative expense of $15.72
per claim—while more than a third of all its
employees’ claims were under $20.

This example illustrates the practice, they
said, of setting administrative costs as a per-
centage of the total clalms,

“Up to the present, there has been no in-
centive for private health insurance com-
panies to monitor their own costs, because
these are always passed on directly to the
consumer,” they wrote.

According to Weiss, they found even more
disturbing another implication of this prac-
tice of determining operating costs: “What
incentive exists for Blue Cross or Blue Shield
to exercise any control over prices in the
health care system,” they asked, “when any
increase in the costs of health care results
in an increased income for operating ex-
penses under the same work load?”

Interviewed in advance of the study’s pub-
lication, Blue Cross and Blue Shield officials
here and at the national level said the figures
do not reflect inefficiency and poor manage-
ment, but rather the increased expense of
trying to control medical inflation and offer
subscribers more elaborate benefit packages.

“We take a great deal of pride in our low
administrative costs,” sald Henry D. Jones,
president of Massachusetts Blue Cross, citing
operating expenses of about 4 percent of the
$323 million in annual income from sub-
scribers.
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At the same time, however, Jones con-
firmed that an independent consulting firm
had issued a report two or three years ago
which found the company’s performance
was “very poor in some areas,” in Jones's
phrase—notably its computer operations.

He said the company's main administrative
“trauma’” was its acceptance of a contract
to serve as the Medicare carrier for Massa~-
chusetts.

“It didn't seem (in 1966) that the admin-
istrative burden of Medicare would be very
great,” he said. “But we miscalculated. . . .
Our regular business operation became less
efficlent as our best people were transferred
to Medicare.”

Jones contended that the consultants’ stern
recommendations have been implemented
largely. But he has refused to release a copy
of the report to allow an examination of its
specific recommendations. Several Blue Cross
board members said they have never seen
the document.

John Larkin Thompson, president of Mas-
sachusetts Blue Shield, also defended his
company against the report’s implication of
inefficlency. He sald it was worth spending
more money on claims review to cut down
on unnecessary doctor claims, but produced
no data to demonstrate the cost effectiveness
of higher operating expenses in recent years.

The argument put forward by Jones and
Thompson was echoed last night by Walter
J. McNerny, president of the national Blue
Cross Association, who said in a statement to
The Globe:

“It is important to note that Blue Cross
increased its efforts to control health care
costs during this period, and this led to
higher administrative expenses by wvarious
plans."

However, McNerny said he recognized that
“administrative costs are an important issue
in the current national health insurance de-
bate, and . . . more facts are needed.”

MecNerny previewed the researchers’ arti-
cle for the New England Journal of Medicine
and reportedly tried to stop its publication.
The Journal printed it, but solicited an ac-
companying editorial from Thomas B. Fitz-
patrick, director of medical and hospital ad-
ministration at University of Pittsburgh.

Fitzpatrick is a former vice president of
Blue Cross of Western Pennsylvania, a prior
affiliation that the Journal neglected to men-
tion. In his editorial Fitzpatrick said:

“Higher administrative costs for Blue Cross
and Blue Shield, although they partly result
from inflation, are mainly good news for
the consuming public. Administrative ex-
penses that are very low would seem to re-
flect inadequate functioning of the plans
rather than inefficiency.”

In an interview, Weiss said that if Blue
Cross and Blue Shield have spent substantial
sums since 1865 on mechanisms to control
health care inflation, they have falled to
show the money spent has been worth it in
savings to subscribers.

—

TRENDS IN HEALTH-INSURANCE OFERATING
EXPENSES
(By Robert J. Welss, M.D., Willlam H. Wiese,
M.D., and Joel C. Klelnman, Ph, D.)

Abstract: An examination of the operat-
ing expenses of T4 Blue Cross plans and 73
Blue Shield plans from 1965 through 1969
revealed that on a per enrollee basis, operat-
ing expenses nationally rose 66.2 per oent for
Blue Cross and 60.6 per cent for Blue Shield
plans. The rate of increase is sharper than
for hospital daily charges from 1967 to 1969.
The variation among Blue Cross plans in
their 1969 operating expense per enrollee
ranges from a low of $1.18 to a high of $8.74.

The data raise serious questions about the
desirability of expressing operating expenses
of private health-insurance companies only
as a percentage of subscription income. The
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inflation of operating expenses in private
health insurance justifies a cautionary ap-
proach in the evaluation of those proposals
for regulating private health-insurance com=
panles, especlally if they are to be used as
fiscal intermediaries or carrlers in public
programs, More data are needed for an ade-
quate assessment.

The continuing and rising concern with
the cost of medical care in the United States
has focused on many components of the
medical-care dollar, including the cost for
health insurance. Recently, Mr. Elliot Rich-
ardson, Secretary of Health, Education, and
‘Welfare, in discussing the need for regulation
of private health-insurance companies, ad-
vocated, among other things, legislation that
would “require insurers to disclose their ad-
ministrative expenses as a percentage of pre-
miums.” * Support for such regulatory legis-
lation has been voiced in Congress, as well
as by a number of state insurance commis-
sioners. The evidence given for the need for
regulation has been the steadily rising health-
insurance premium. The insurance compa-
nies have cited increasing costs of hospital
daily charges as responsible for the increasing
premiums, and have maintained that the
explosive 15 per cent annual increase in
hospital daily charges between 1965 and 1069
has been unjustified and must be controlled.

Several of the proposals under considera-
tion for a program of national health in-
surance would have private health-insurance
organizations either provide the insurance
with premiums subsidized In varying degree
by the government or serve, as they do In
Medicare programs, as fiscal Intermediaries
or carriers for the disbursement of funds to
the disparate and scattered array of health
providers that make up the medical-care
system. It is therefore important to know
what the costs of such proposals would en=-
tail.

Although it is essential to examine the
operating expenses of all private health-in-
surance plans, the data for such an examina-
tion are not published in a usable form. We
have focused, therefore, on the Blue Cross«
Blue Shield plans for which operating-ex-
pense data have been published.

The operating expenses for all Blue Cross-
Blue Shield plans in the United States for
1969, which amounted to $479 million, repre-
sent 8 per cent of the fotal dollars paid in
claims by Blue Cross-Blue Shield during that
year.

In a recent analysis of the financial ex-
perience of Blue Cross-Blue Shield plans for
the period 1965-1969, reported in a Research
and Statistics Note of the Social Becurity
Administration,? operating expenses of plans
were reported as a percentage of subscrip-
tion income. The report cited a rise in the
national operating expense of Blue Cross
from only 4.5 per cent to 5.8 per cent—an in-
crease of 1.3 percentage points in that four-
year period. The national Blue Shield figures
reveal a rise from 8.8 per cent in 1965 to 11.1
per cent in 1969, or a rise of 2.3 percentage
points of subscription income. Since the per-
centage is computed on total subscription
income, which reflects the highly inflated
hospital daily charge, it became apparent to
us that the dollar rise in operating expenses
would be very large. Thus, the problem posed
is not whether regulation is needed, but
whether a percentage of premium is the
proper item to regulate.

To compare the regulation of the actual
increase in cperating expenses of Blue Cross=-
Blue Shield for this period with the rise in
health-care costs, it is more appropriate to
examine the national data on operating ex-
penses in terms of dollar costs on a per en-
rollee basis rather than to analyze them as
a percentage of subscription Income. This
method allows for changes in enrollment and
permits an analysis of real changes in oper-

Footnotes at end of article.
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ating expenses in terms of comparable units
of measurement, adding a new dimension in
assessing overall health-insurance costs. Al-
though the data on operating expenses per
enrollee are reported in the Soclal Security
Research and Statistics Note,® there has been
no analysis of the trends of these expenses
over the period of the greatest inflation of
health-care costs in the United States,

The purpose of this report is to examine
irends in the national data of operating ex-
penses of the Blue Cross-Blue Shield plans
on a per enrollee basis for the pericd 1965
1o 1969. The analysis is limited by the avail-
able published data. No data were found that
report the number of claims processed by
each plan according to type of clalm and
amount spent on processing different types
of claims. The data analyzed are thought to
be indicative of the unavailable, but more
explicit, Information.

In examining the financial experience of
the Blue Cross and Blue Shield plans for the
period 1965-1969, Mueller ? reports the total
operating expenses of the plans as operating
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expense per enrollee by year. This figure rep-
resents the average cost of administration,
enroliment, and claims processing for each
enrollee by year. These expénses are reported
both as a percentage of subscription or pre-
mium Income and as a dollar amount per
enrollee, In 1965, the average operating ex-
pense per enrcllee in the 74 Blue Cross plans
was $2.18. In 1969, the comparable expense
per enrollee in 74 Blue Cross plans was $3.63.
The dollar increase of $1.45 from 1965 to 1969
represents a rise of 66.2 per cent (Table 1).
With 1965 as a base of 100, the national
Consumer Price Index, medical price in-
dexes,” and operating expense per enrollee of
Blue Cross and Blue Shield are shown in
Figure 1 (not printed In the Recomrp) for
1965 to 1969. The rate of Increase of Blue
Cross-Blue Shield operating expenses per en-
rollee is not accounted for by the general
infilation alone, It Is apparent that the Blue
Cross-Blue Shield operating expense per en-
rollee has risen more sharply than even hos-
pital daily charges from 1067 to 1969.
Tables 1 end 2 show the changes In en-
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rollees, subscription Income, claims ex-
penses, and operating expenses for all Blue
Cross and Blue Shield plans as totals and
per enrollee. Analysis of data not presented
here indicates that plans with high operating
expense per enrollee in 1965 remain high in
1969.

The large percentage increase in per en-
rollee operating expense might be explained
by a large increase in claims per enrollee. An
analysis of the partial data available on
claims per enrollee ¢ in Blue Cross plans re-
veals little relation between the total claims
per enrollee and the operating expense per
enrollee on a yearly basls (Fig. 2 not printed
in the ReEcorp). (Claims data were not avail-
able for those with complementary coverage.)

There is wide variation among the various
Blue Cross plans in their 1969 operating ex-
pense per enrollee (Fig. 3 not printed in the
Recorp) . The operating expense per enrollee
in Blue Cross ranges from a low of $1.18to a
high of £8.74. The operating expense per en-
rollee in Blue Shield ranges from a low of
£0.856 to a high of $0.42,

TABLE 1.—BLUE CROSS ENROLLMENT, COSTS, AND EXPENSES, 1965 AND 19691

A B c
X 1000

B B/A C/A

Amount per enrollee per year

D/A

Number of
enrollees

Claims
expense

Suscription
income

Claims
expense

Operating
expense

Subscription

Operating
income

expense

33,031, 470 32, 887,187

61,651

70, 620 #, 419,156 $4,322, 341
145 45.8 49.7

e
90.4

$2.183
$3.681
66.2

$49.17
$62. 58

$46.83
A $61.21
21.3 0.

1 pata computed from Mueller, 2 As of Dec. 31,

In 1965, the average operating expense per
enrollee in 73 Blue Shield plans was $2.20. In
1969, the comparahble expense per enrollee for
the same 73 plans was $3.53. The dollar in-
crease of £1.33 from 1965 to 1969 represents a
rise of 60.6 per cent (Table 2).

A number of factors were examined to de-
termine whether they accounted for the vari-
ability. Multiple-regression analysis (using 73

plans for which the data were available) was
performed with Blue Cross operating expenses
per enrollee as the dependent variable. Nine
independent variables were included: size of
plan (enrollment); geographic location (nine
reglons were specified); percentage of mon-
group enrollment; percentage of complemen-
tary Insurance (those over 66 In the Flan's
service area who have supplementary cover-

age to Medicare with the Blue Cross plan):
outpatient visits per enrollee (excluding com-
plementary coverage); inpatient admissions
per enrollee ¢ (excluding complementary cov-
erage); percentage of civilian population en-
rolled in plan; ratio of Medicare clalms ex-
pense to regular claims expenses® (only 1968
data were available for this item); and bene-
fit expense per enrollee under regular busi-
ness,

TABLE 2.—BLUE SHIELD ENROLLMENT, COSTS AND EXPENSES, 1965 AND 15691

Year 2

A B c
X 1000

D B/A C/A
Amount per enroliee per year

D/A

Number of

Subscription
enrollees

income

Claims
expense

Operating
expense

Claims
expense

Operating
expense

Subscription
income

1965 ——

§1, 180, 486

Percent change (total). ..

52, 669
62,955
19.6

§678, 333
$1,318,915 $1,834,495
52.2 54.1

$115, 940
$222, 514

$25.04
$31.89
2.4

$2.201
$3.534

&8
44.4 6.

1 Data computed from Mueller, 2 As of Dec, 31,

The regression analysis accounted for only
85 per cent of total variation among plans.
The only significant regression coefficients
(at the 5 per cent level) were the percentage
of civillan population enrolled in area served
by a plan, outpatient visits per enrollee, and
claims expense per enrollee.

The variables used In the regression anal-
ysis were the only ones available. If data had
been available on variables such as number
of claims, type of claims, number and types
of providers and utilization by subscriber,
a higher percentage of the variation among
plans might have been accounted for. It
should be clear, then that an adequate data
base on subscribers, utilization, and expenses
per claim is needed to identify what facfors
explain the variation in operating expenses.

The significance of this variability can be
geen in the financial performance of Blue
Cross plans for the year 1969. The total loss
of all Blue Cross plans for the year 1969 was
589 million, Including excess of claims ex-
pense and administrative expenses over sub-
scription and all other income. If all Blue

Footnotes at end of article.

Cross plans had been able to operate at an
operating cost per enrollee of $1.94 (Roch-
ester, New York, Blue Cross) instead of
the average of $3.63 per enrollee, the total
operating cost would have been $119 milllon
less than it actually was. As a result, the
1969 financial experience of the total Blue
Cross plans would have shown an excess of
$20.9 million income over claims and ad-
ministrative expenses. Even if all the plans
were operating at a cost per enrollee of $2.75
(the mode of the distribution), the resulting
financial experience would have decreased
the deficit by $62 million—ie., by 70 per
cent. It is quite clear that small differences
in operating costs per enrollee can make
sizable differences in the gross amount of
health expenditures.
DISCUSSION

The foregoing description of the increasing
operating costs per enrollee per year in Blue
Cross and Blue Shield plans raises many
questions that require answers. The data
avaflable do not permit the analysis of the
reasons elther for the increases in operating

costs or for the tremendous variability among
plans.

One explanation that has been offered for
the increase in operating expense is the in-
troduction, beginning in 1965, of automated
processing systems. If the increase is ac-
counted for by this fact, the data for future
years should reflect a substantial drop in
operating expense,

Much of the increase In operating cost
may come from increased review of claims
and from the problems that arise when a
plan offers a large number of different bene-
fit packages. Some Blue Cross plans offer as
many as 23 to 25 different policies with dif-
ferent exclusions and coverage. In general,
Blue Cross plans do not cost account claims
processing or the difference In processing
costs that may arise with varying deduc-
tibles or coinsurance. It may be that the
increased review of claims s beneficial in
reducing overutilization or excess charges.
However, 1t is impossible to determine wheth-
er the Iincreased review costs the con-
sumer more than it saves him, or whether
the processing of clalms under contracts
with coinsurance and deductibles costs more
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than the income produced therefrom. Addi-
tional study is obviously necessary to an-
swer these questions. Answers will be forth-
coming only if the providers collect the
data that will make such an analysis pos-
sible.

Examples of the kinds of information
needed to analyze the variability of operat-
ing expenses, by plan, but now unavailable
include: age, sex, family size of subscribers
according to plan and type of contract;
claims made according to age, sex, type of
contract and type of service; and actual unit
costs of the clalms review process under dif-
ferent contracts, including costs associated
with the processing of coinsurance features
and deductibles.

Without this information it is not pos-
sible to determine whether population dis-
tribution may affect utilization and claims
processing costs. No information is avail-
able about the demographic characteristics
of subscribers covered by each plan so that
it is currently impossible to provide a de-
nominator that will give accurate utiliza-
tion rates. These data are essentlal to per-
mit useful and productive cost-effectiveness
analysis for management decisions, as well
as to develop other measures of effectiveness
of private health-insurance operations.

Thus, the variability among plans should
be examined on the basis of numbers of
claims processed and of type of claims when
an adequate internal auditing and cost-ac-
counting system makes those data available.
We believe, however, that the variability
shown is so great that this additional anal-
ysis will not explain it, and that the vari-
ability is due in part to a lack of adeqguate
cost controls.

The following two examples, although not
permitting generalizations, indicate the
need for collecting the data necessary for
improved analysis of vital policy issues.

We recently reviewed a self-insured insti-
tution’s arrangements with a Blue Cross and
Blue Shield plan to act as the fiscal payer
of claims to providers and policyholders.
Blue Cross processed, reviewed and paid the
claims and submitted a monthly bill to the
institution for all claims paid under the ex-
tended benefit plan, plus 15.5 per cent of
this dollar amount as a service charge. A re-
view of every 10th claim paid during the pe-
riod July 1, 1969, to June 30, 1970, revealed
that the mean claim was $101, with the me-
dian claim $48.40. More than }; of all claims
were under $20. The average service fee per
claim was $15.72. Surely, there is a question
about reimbursement that is set as a per-
centage of the dollar claim with no cost ac-
counting of claim-processing expenses, What
incentive exists for Blue Cross or Blue Shield
to exercise any control over prices in the
health-care system, when any increase in the
cost of health care results in an increased in-
come for operating expenses under the same
work load?

A second example recently reported by
Blue Shield of Massachusetts is the state-
ment that “Blue Shield has saved its cus-
tomers $607,000 this past year by improved
claims reviews."® The “saving" of $607,000
was on a total of $157 million of claims.
Since no adequate cost figures have been
collected, and no cost accounting of clalms
review is presently done on a per enrollee or
per claim basis, it is impossible to do more
than speculate about whether there was, In
fact, a saving, or whether the cost of claims
review may have exceeded the stated ‘“sav-
ing."

These two examples may be isolated cases.
They do illustrate, however, the types of
problems encountered in a limited look at
the operation of a Blue Cross plan, In both
examples, there may be alternative explana-
tions for the observations noted.

Certainly, regulation of health insurance
seems to be more complex than setting a
simple percentage figure of the premium
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without any knowledge of what is being done
in the name of “operating expenses.” Control
for what seems to be unaccounted-for varia-
tion (of operating expenses) among plans re-
guires more central accountability of Blue
Cross-Blue Shield plans and a careful assess-
ment of the administrative cost of wide
varieties of benefit packages, as well as the
cost of monitoring deductibles and coinsur-
ance programs. These measures are required
to make decislons regarding a national
health-insurance plan, as well as to deter-
mine whether the existing carriers should
be used as the vehicle for a national health-
insurance plan.

It seems apparent that in many plans, re-
view and monitoring of claims might be un-
dertaken on a statistical-sample basls, as is
now done by the Internal Revenue Service.
Studies should be undertaken to provide the
management data necessary to modify exist-
ing procedures.

Up to the present, there has been no in-
centive for private health-insurance com-
panies to monitor their own costs, because
these are always passed on directly to the
consumer. If the health-insurance industry
is viewed as an industry whose unit product
is a paid claim, and this product has to com-
pete in the marketplace, there will be an in-
centive for careful cost accounting of the
operating expenses per enrollee or per claim
processed.

Clearly, regulation of the health-insurance
industry will have to be based on the results
of more sophisticated data collection than
is currently employed. Controlling the per-
centage of premium, which simply ensures
the carrier of receiving its share of any excess
inflation in the costs of health care, with no
accountability, is not a tenable solution.
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THE NEED FOR THE BEST HEALTH
CARE AND THE BEST HEALTH IN-
SURANCE—ADDRESS BY SENATOR
KENNEDY

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an address by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KEnNEDY) before the Ameri-
can Academy of Family Physicians in
New York City on September 27.

The address deserves careful reading:
and one reading it will find an extremely
interesting, understandable, and humane
exposition of the need for the best health
care, with the best method of health
insurance, but always with the back-
ground of the needs of those seeking care
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and the preeminent need for the family
physician.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY SENATOR Epwarp M. KENNEDY
BEFORE THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF FaM-
1LY PHYSICIANS, NEw YoORK, SEPTEMBER 27,
1972
I am grateful for the opportunity to speak

this morning to so many distinguished repre-

sentatives of American physicians, I am espe-
cially grateful to be with the men and women
who are the real “front line” of American
medicine, the family physicians. Your spe-
cial relationship to patients, the vigor and
discipline of your practice, your long hours
and devotion to your fellow citizens give you

& unique perspective on health care. It is a

perspective that all of us in public life must

admire and try to understand.

During the past two years, I have had many
opportunities to sit at conference tables with
physiclans in hospital board rooms and medi-
cal schools in every section of our country.
I am deeply impressed by the thought physi-
cians have given to health care in the na-
tion—about the problems we have, and about
what we should do to correct them. I am also
deeply impressed with the energy, basic good
will, and professional dedication of physi-
clans.

What I have found in this respect as a
member of the Senate matches my own per-
sonal health care experience. My family and
I are deeply grateful for the benefits we have
recelved from American medicine and for
the skill and wisdom of so many fine physi-
clans who have helped us.

I believe that America’s health profes-
sionals, and especially America’s physicians,
are the backbone of health care in the na-
tion. Without your strong and creative ef-
forts, we will never solve any of our health
problems in America. The reason I am here
today is to make it clear that I view Amer-
ica's physicians as the key to any health
reform. Most important, I intend to protect
the rights of America's physicians in any ef-
fort Congress makes to improve our health
care system.

I believe we are moving into the final lap
of debate on the issue of national health
insurance. I believe that a program of such
insurance will be enacted into law before the
next Congress adjourns two years from now.

Some months ago, Chairman Wilbur Mills
of the House Ways and Means Committee and
I joined together in offering a joint statement
of principles for a national health insurance
program. Two days later, as Chalrman Mills
told me, Dr., Wesley Hall, the President of
the American Medical Association, was In
the Chairman's office expressing alarm—not
so much at the content of the statement, as
at the fact the Chairman was involved with
Ted Kennedy. Mr Mills reassured Dr. Hall
by saying “Ted and I are going to look out
for you. We're going to write a bill that's
good for everybody.”

I believe we can and will write such a bill—
but only if we understand each other's posi-
tion clearly and build an area of broad agree-
ment that all of us accept.

That is why I am here this morning. From
the very outset of the debate on America's
health crisis, I have tried to address the range
of problems which concern physicians. Let's
take them one by one:

Perhaps the most important single probe
lem is, Who will pay your hill? No one knows
this problem better than the family prac-
titioner. You know how hard it is to collect
your fee for services rendered. Less than 50
percent of Americans have health insurance
for the services physicians perform outside
the hospital. Most of your fees for office treat=
ment are paild out of the patient's own
pocket, without the benefit of Blue Shield or
any other insurance program,
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For some patients, that's no problem. But
for millions of average Americans, especially
those who live on fixed incomes or have a
chronic illness, it often means & real dilemmsa
for you the doctor—perhaps, against your
better judgment, you admit them to a hos-
pital for treatment, so their insurance can
pay the bill. Or, perhaps you go ahead and
treat them in the office anyway, and simply
write off part of the bill they ought to pay.

I don't believe that any doctor in America
should have to practice medicine that way.
I don't believe that any doctor should have
to write off reasonable fees. I don't belleve
that any doctor ought to have to hire a bill
collector to chase his patients. Our soclety
expects you to treat everyone, and turn no
one away. Our society should also guarantee
that you are paid a reasonable fee. A decent
national health insurance system will guar-
antee that.

But your fee problems don't end with
patients who cannot pay. The biggest head-
ache of all Is dealing with the insurance
companies.

Most patients want the doctor to handle
this—because the patients don't know how.
And that's the beginning of your problem.
There are close to 1,200 companies writing
health insurance in America today. They
sell all kinds of different policies, with dif-
ferent coverages and different benefits, dif-
ferent deductibles and different coinsurance.

And each company has its own peculliar
forms to fill out. Each company handles its
own claims differently. You're never sure
how much of the bill the insurance will
cover, so you never know how much to biil
the patient in addition. And sometimes it
takes forever to get paid. Sometimes the in-
surance company sends you—not a check in
satlsfaction, but more complicated forms—
because the company is looking for an ex-
cuse to reduce or refuse to pay the claim.

To top it off, when you finally get through
the red tape, the patient is often caught
ghort by how little the insurance pays. Few
Americans understand their Iinsurance—
most are surprised and angry—and some-
times they take it out on you, the physician,

Think of all the time your secretaries
waste In dealing with insurance companies,
Think of all the time you waste yourself.
Think of all the time and money America
wastes on this confusing and inefficient sys-
tem.

It doesn't have to be this way. There is no
reason to maintain his kind of fragmented,
disorganized healtbh insurance system in
America. We have the ability to create a
better system, a system in which the doctor
knows that every patient Is insured for the
services he provides.

We can create a system with a single claims
form, and a single procedure to deal with
any claim. In short, we can create a sys-
tem that leis a physician be a doctor—not
also a bookkeeper or a C.P.A.

Another important problem now before us
is, Who will train the doctors we need?—
Not just the doctors the medical schools like
to produce, not just the specialists who at-
tract the most prestige, bui the doctors the
nation needs. Our couniry needs more pri-
mary care physicians. We need more physi-
clans in family practice. We need them be-
cause there are some communities where only
they can do the job. We need them because
in all communities they have an essential
role to play in organizing other specialties
around the patlient’s basic wants.

We see the problem everywhere, but we fail
to try to solve it. Across America today, hun=-
dreds of counties and thousands of commu-
nities have no physiclans at all. In countless
others, the number of physicians is dwindling
rapidly, as respected family practitioners re-
tire or move away, and no replacement come.

Let me tell you two storles I have heard
first hand to illustrate the problem.

When our Senate Health Subcommittee
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was in Kingwood, West Virginia, last year,
Dr. Delroy Davis told me about his year-
lon; efforts to convince a young physician
to join I im in his practice. The waiting lines
have been geiting longer and longer in King-
wood in recent months. Two of the nine
physicians who had practiced there died =
year ago. Another left to begin a residency in
neurosurgery. Dr. Davis received applica-
tions from over 100 specialists, mostly sur-
geons, who wan'ed to work in family prac-
tice until they could launch thelr specialty
themselves, He received only four applica-
tions from family practitioners, although
they were the physicians Kingwood needed
most.

Later, in hearings we held in Washing-
ton, our committee heard from Dr. Robert
MacBride, a famlily practitioner In Lubec,
Maine. He described his impossible 18 hour
days, and how he had tried for twenty years
to find an associate to meet the need. He's
no horse and buggy doctor, either. He uses
every modern tool. He sends EKGs by tele-
phone to Bangor. In his office he has a
Medex veteran from Vietnam and a medical
student working with him and studying at
Dartmouth College.

Why can't we do more to help these doc-
tors? Why can't we work together to meet
the need?

You can’t say this academy hasn't tried.
Two years ago, we passed a major bill to
provide the asslstance family doctors can
really use—$225 milllon in Federal aid to
hospitals and medical schools for family
practice programs. And a’l you got for your
efiorts was a veto from the President.

In legislation passed since then, we've tried
to meet the need. At last, the dollars are be-
ginning to flow in earnest. I'm proud to have
worked with you In our early efforts in the
past, and I look for even greater success In
coming years, as men of good will in both po-
litical parties move to join you in vour cause.

The next great problem is the efficiency
and quality of care. Agaln, this Is an area
in which the specialty of family practice has
helped to take the lead. As a ploneering spe-
clalty, you have shown great boldness In re-
fusing to certify physicians under a “CGrand-
father Clause,” and requirlng meaningful
recertification every rix vears.

When all of the 20 medical specialties have
followed your lead in this, American medi-
cine will have taken a giant step toward as-
suring high quality medical care for all the
people,

The world of family practice can also lead
the way to higher quality by helping orga-
nizing health care more efficiently. In most
communities today, we spread primary physi-
cians and specialists all over town, and the
particular man the patient sees is often left
to chance.

Naturally, most specialists in modern
mediecine are apt to approach a patient
from the perspective of their special train-
ing. And so, if a patient goes directly to a
surgeon, without seeing a primary care physi-
cian first, he is likely to find himself in sur-
gery when he may not really need it. I am not
necessarlly implying any evil practice here.
I am implying, though, that most specialists
are apt to see the patient from too narrow
# perspective. Nor am I limiting myself to
surgery—the same can probably be sald of
any other specialty. The problem is not the
speclalist—it is the system, which too often
ignores the patient and his family, leaving
them to chance encounters in a maze of
medicine they can never understand.

We need family practitioners to organize
the patient's care, to improve quality and
efficiency in every situation. You can improve
diagnosis, and insure that all possible treat-
ments are considered. You can eliminate du-
plicate tests, and assemble a decent medical
record for a patient and his family. Moreover,
I believe the family physician can fill this
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role while practicing on a fee-for-service,
solo-practice basis.

I believe, however, that we can also make
improvements in these areas if health pro-
fessionals, Including family physicians, orga-
nize into prepaid group practices—or health
maintenance organizations. The evidence in-
dicates such forms of practice are highly ef-
ficient in many areas.

I don't believe every physician should
choose prepaid group practice—I don't even
believe that a majority can or will. But I do
believe that those who are interested in this
form of practice should have the opportunity,
and that the government should help to un-
derwrite the efforts to make it possible, just
as Government underwrites so many other
areas of medicine today.

The national health insurance plan I sup-
port, the Health Security Act, allows all
varietles of medical practice—whether solo,
fee-for-service practice; or prepaid group
practice; or anything In between. It Is not
the program’s intent to stifle any form of
practice. Instead, we want to encourage all
forms of practice that improve efficiency and
quality.

‘What I have described so far are some of
the important problems in the health care
system which natlonal health insurance must
try to solve. Let me turn now to a series
of guarantees I have tried to formulate to
protect the fundamental principles impor-
tant to American physicians.

The first guarantee is that the federal gov-
ernment in this nation must not own the
hospltals or employ the physiclans. I do not
want to build a British health care system
in the Unlted States, I do not want socialized
medicine in America.

What the federa! government must do is
assure that no American who needs healih
care is prevented from getting good care
because he can't afford it, or because there
aren't enough doctors, or because facilities
aren't available, or because of any other
reason that we have the abllity to prevent.

I believe in maintaining the free enter-
prise system in this country and in Amer-
ican medicine. In fact, I would like to see
even more varlety, and more competition
in the health care system between different
forms of health care. I look forward to a
day when physicians can practice in solo
practice, in HMOs, in medical foundations, in
large groups, or in any other way that is
efficient and beneficial to the patients and
doctors, too. I believe we can create a
uniquely American health care system that
will preserve free enterprise for the doctors,
and still offer your patients the financial
support and adequate care they need.

My second guarantee is that we must not
remove the freedom of every physiclan to
choose where and how he provides health
care, just as we must not remove the free-
dom of the patient to choose how he re-
ceives that care. I do not want to “hijack"”
medical students into particular specialties
or locations because that's what an almighty
government says they should be trained for
or where they should be sent. We will never
produce decent health care by methods such
as that.

What we must do is create every possible
incentive, every poasible attraction to young
physicians to enter fields of practice and sec-
tions of the couniry where the need for
health is not being met today. We must
create new patterns of care and take every
possible step to assure that where the need
is greatest, the opportunity for a rewarding
professlonal career is also greatest.

Nor do I want Americans to be assigned
as patients to one physician or another, or
to one organization or another for their
health care. In sum, I want Americans to
have maximum choice in this regard. Only
in this way can we produce a system that
is fair to doctors and patients alike.

My third guarantee is that the federal gov-
ernment must not make medical judgments
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or interfere in the clinical decisions between
a doctor and his patient. What we must do
is encourage physieians to take the actions
necessary to assure Americans that they are
recelving the finest possible care that Ameri-
can medicine can offer.

My fourth guarantee is that we must not
create an over-arching federal agency in
Washington, telling every area and com-
munity in this nation exactly how they
must offer health care. What we must do is
to set national guidelines and standards,
within which local agencies can develop the
kest possible health ecare programs for the
doctors and patients in their areas.

And so in closing, let me emphasize again
that I subscribe completely to these guar-
antees, and I am confident that they will
be at the heart of any national health care
legislation which Congress may enact.

You and I both know that it is not an
easy life to practice medicine today. But
we also know, as President Kennedy liked
to say, that we cannot pray for easy lives—
we must pray to be stronger men.

Together, I believe that men and women
in public life can work constructively as
partners with members of the health profes-
sions to build our common future. And in
that task, it is we in public life who have
much to learn, and it is you who have much
to teach us.

No one stands on a higher or more well-
deserved pedestal in our national life today
than the doctors of America. Think of the
inspiration you give the young, the comfort
you bring the old, the hope you give us all.
The miracle of your healing power—your
grace and skill, your learning and compas-
slon—are qualities that will never dim with
time. They serve as beacons to the nation,
continuing daily reminders of how much
we could accomplish In other areas of our
nation’s challenge, if only we had your vision
and commitment to meet the need.

Perhaps it isn’t too much to say that we
see our task much as Michelangelo saw his
sculpture—to free the magnificent figures
imprisoned in his stone. We in Congress
want to work with you to free the American
physician from the shackles that Imprison
you, and thereby enable you to fulfill your
own high calling, to carry out the pledge you
made in the words of the Hippoeratic Oath:

“I will follow that method of treatment,
which, according to my abillty and judg-
ment, I consider for the benefit of my
patients.”

That 15 the standard we must meet, as we
work together for the good of our common
American future.

FEDERAL REVENUE SHARING
FUNDS FOR MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KEENNEDY., Mr. President, the
Senate-House conference committee has
now completed its work on H.R. 14370,
the Federal Revenue Sharing Acf, and
the official tabulation of figures prepared
by the staff of the Treasury Department
has just become available, indicating the
amounts that State and local govern-
ments throughout the country will re-
ceive under the act for the calendar year
1972. .

Mr. President, the information now
available is of great interest and im-
portance to State and local officials in
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and
I ask unanimous consent that the tabula-
tion for my Sitate be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

CXVIII—2079—Part 25

Federal revenue sharing funds for Massa-
chusetts, calendar year 1972

[In dollars]

Total grant to Massachusetts.._ 163, 000, 000
Grant to State government.___. 44, 300,000
Grant to all local governments_ 118, 700, 000

The detalled information available with re-
spect to the distribution of funds to local
governments within the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts is given as follows:

(1) The total grants to local governmenis
within the State.

(2) The amount returned to the State gov-
ernment to use as it sees fit because of the
application of the 50 percent limitation to
local governments, This amount may ultl-
mately be seomewhat larger than shown
since there may be amounts which munici-
palities under 2,500 in population and town-
ships may not receive because of the limita-
tion. In general, the 50% limitation provides
that the amount of revenue sharing funds
going to any county government or munici-
pality may not exceed 50% of adjusted taxes
from its own sources plus Intergovernmental
transfers.

(3) The total amount going to all govern-
mental units within each county area. The
county areas are arranged alphabetically
within the State.

(4) The total amount going to the county
government itself.

(5) The total amount going to all munici-
pal governments in the county with popula-
tions of over 2,500.

(6) The tctal amount going to all munici-
pal governments with populations of under
2,500.

(7) The total amount going to all town-
ships in the county. Where there are no town-
ships or the township government does not
raise any revenue, a “0" is shown for this
entry.

(8) A breakdown of the amount going to
each municipal government within the coun-
ty with a population of over 2,500 is shown.
Distributions also are to be made to smaller
municipalities, but this is not shown in this
tabulation. Some municipalities are located
in more than one county. Where this is true,
the name of the clty is followed by the word
“(Part.)" In such a case, it is necessary, in
order to obtaln the total payment going to
the ecity, to add together the amounts going
to it from the two or more applicable county
areas.

Revenue sharing funds for Massachusetts
[In dollars]

Total State grant to all locals_
Amount returned to Massachu-
setts State government is___
Barnstable County area
Barnstable County
ment 319,159
Total to all cities over 2,500_. [}
Total to all cities under 2,500_ 0
Total to all townships 1, 870,011
Barnstable Town 373,811
Bourne Town 261, 524
Chatham Town 100, 822
Dennis Town 178, 729
Falmouth Town 424, TT74
Harwich Town
Orleans Town
Provincetown Town.
Sandwich Town
Yarmouth Town

118, 654, 534

275, 226
2, 269, 170
govern-

215, 769

Berkshire County area 2,963,614
Berkshire County government._ 270, 292
Total to all cities over 2,500__ 1, 705, 590
Total to all cities under 2,600__ 0
Total to all townships 987,732
North Adams City.—---- 527, 220

Pittsfield CItY oo 1,178,370

Daltonyt ToOWI e caianaa
Great Barrington TowD.cee-.-
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Lanesborough TOWDa o ccemaaa

Bristol County ared..ceecee--

Bristol County government.....
Total to all cities over 2,5600.--
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Total to all townships
Attleboro City.eoocanacanae ——
Fall River City..

New Bedford City.

Taunton City--_-

Acushnet Town.-.

Dartmouth Town.

Dighton Town....

Easton Town_._...

Fairhaven Town.

Freetown Town...

Mansfleld Town

North Attleboro Town

Norton Town

Raynham Town..

Rehoboth Town.__

Seekonk Town..

Dukes County area

Dukes County government...__
Total to all cities over 2,600___
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships

Essex County area.

Essex County government
Total to all cities over 2,500__
Total to all cities under 2,500.
Total to all townships

Beverly City.

Gloucester City-

Haverhill City--

Lawrence City

Lynn City

Newburyport City

Peabody City

Salem City.

Amesbury Town

Andover Town.___

Georgetown Town
Groveland Town
Hamilton Town
Ipswich Town.._.__
Lynnfield Town
Manchester Town
Marblehead Town
Merrimac Town
Methuen Town._..__
Middleton Town.
Nahant Town._._
Newbury Town
North Andover Town..
Rockport Town
Rowley Town
Salisbury Town

Swampscott TOWIe.eaceccaaaa
Topsfield Town
Wenham Town

Franklin County area
Franklin County govt.

Total to all cities over 2,500___
Total to all cities under 2,600__
Total to all townships
Deerfield town

Hampden County ares.__.__.
Hampden County govb. ...
Total to all cities over 2,600_.
Total to all cities under 3,600
Total to all townships. cocacaaa
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29,839
102, 297
81,753
79,233

614, 010
2, 683, 377
2,125, 144

605, 363

108, 034

273, 961

37,360
284,258
266, 037

47, 352

100, 853

249, 899

109,284

60, 620

61, 883

138, 995

340,312

128, 678

163, 387
34, 607
o

0

11, 040, 680
736, 397
6, 675, 405
o

3, 627, 878
535, 149
414, 068
810, 886
1,155, 195
1,788, 410
224, 867
615, 421
1,123,109
274,318
287,719
22, 655
380, 848
49, 389
43, 971
49, 008
6%, 696
264, 735
119, 183
76, 250
198,179
31,329
444, 615
50, 831
66, 021

9, 617, 144

530, 517
6,910, 388

0
g, 167, 241
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Revenue sharing funds for Massa-
chusetts—Continued
[In dollars]
Chicopee City--ccacaccnacaaca
Holyoke city..-
Springfield city
Westfleld city--

759, 106
1,371,963
4, 443, 226

336, 091

376, 937

153, 524

56, 082
87, 164

265, 976

112, 538

150, 042

138, 124

b73, 6756

126, 528

Longmeadow town

Ludlow town

Monson town.--

Palmer town_._._

Southwick town

West Springfield town.oceea--

Wilbraham town

Hampshire County area 1, 847, 581

Hampshire County
ment 185, 160

Total to all cities over 2,500__ 473, 896

Total to all cities under 2,500__ o

Total to all townships 1,188, 525

Northampton City 473, 896

Amherst Town 278, 367

Belchertown Town._..__. it Ry 164, 384

Easthampton Town. 205, 975

Granby Town 76, 110

Hadley Town. .. 30, 941

Hatfield Town 44, 366

Southampton Town 22, 249

South Hadley Town 194, 263

Ware Town 77,399

govern-

23, 654, 930

Middlesex County area
Middlesex County government. 1, 846, 127
Total to all cities over 2,600. 12,720,811
Total to all cities under 2,500.. 0
Total to all townships 9, 087, 992
Cambridge City 2,078, 601
Everett City____ 938, 076
Lowell City... 2,170, 217
Malden City 1, 265, 002
Marlborough City.- 345, 763
Medford City 1,103,115
Melrose City... 312, 763
Newton City-_- 727, 363
2, 060, 476
1,081, 998
647, 439
173, 883
643, 568
82, 582
200, 829
202, 727
260, 273
512, 266
608, 688
18, 963
240, 355
142, 275
211, 238
741,493
47,318
109, 606
121, 212
274, 840
341, 602
36, 603
67, 005
137, 358
430, 743
68, 306
22, 487
253, 362
12, 639

43, 414
207,210
48, 183
168, 748
432, 830
43,494
61, 627
336, 207
741, 979
117,789
105, 664
42,138
400, 195
220, 724

Waltham City.
Woburn City_-
Acton Town-_...

Ayer Town
Bedford Town..
Belmont Town __.
Billerica Town.___.
Burlington Town._.
Carlisle Town
Chelmsford Town.
Concord Town._.___
Dracut Town

Holliston Town._..
Hopkinton Town..

Lexington Town
Lincoln Town
Littleton Town..._--
Maynard Town.. .-
Natick Town

North Reading Town
Pepperell Town
Reading Town....
Sherborn Town....
Shirley Town
Stoneham Town._._._
Stow Town

Sudbury Town_._..
Tewksbury Town
Townsend Town
Tyngsborough Town..
Wakefield Town
‘Watertown Town
wWayland ToWDacecccccccmeana
Westford Town._..

Winchester ToOWD. oceeccaaaaa

Nantucket County area

Nantucket County govern-
ment

Total to all cities over 2,600..

Total to all cities under 2,600~

Total to all townships

Nantucket Town

Norfolk County aref--.-—----.

Norfolk County government._._._

Total to all cities over 2,600____

Total to all cities under 2,500__

Total to all townships

Quincy City

Avon Town

Bellingham Town._

Braintree Town._._

Foxborough Town
Franklin Town.__

Medway Town._._.

Town of Millis_

Milton Town.__.__

Needham Town._._

Norfolk Town....

Town of Norwood

Plainville Town___

Randolph Town_

Sharon

Stoughton Town.-________. ahne
Walpole Town. ...

Wellesley Town..

Westwood Town._

Weymouth Town._

Wrentham Town

Plymouth County area
Plymouth County government.
Total to all cities over 2,600___
Total to all cities under 2,500_

Total to all townships
Brockton City
Abington Town
Bridgewater Town -
Duxbury Town

East Bridgewater Town.
Halifax Town - __.
Hanover Town ._._
Hanson Town ...
Hingham Town ..
Marion Town
Lakeville Town
Kingston Town __
Hull Town

Marshfield Town ...
Mattapoisett Town .
Middleborough Town
Norwell Town

West Bridgewater Town.
Whitman Town

Suffolk County area

Suffolk County government...
Total to all cities over 2,600..
Total to all cities under 2,5600__
Total to all townships. .-
Boston City

Chelsea City .

Revere City

WInthrop TOWI cccanacnaan==
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104, 513

8, 625,434
388, 636
1, 432, 6569
o

6,812, 139
1, 432, 6569
87, 815
174, 604
500, 204
507, 605
286, 618
86, 228
431, 944
19, 262
205, 312
340, 048
154, 264
92, 690
122, 841
99, 395
249, 662
322, 5256
26, 387
323, 780
36, 474
239, 559
100, 209
447, 522
428, 258
174, 810
147, 781
993, 579
202, 573
025, 975
420, 359
, 176, 157
0

, 829, 450
, 776,157
177, 214
154, 722
67, 205
148, 795
13, 510
158, 726
77. 717
266, 484
41,608
33, 716
08, 963
80, 633
373, 023
79,473
162, 205
110, 151
173, 825
331, 945
420, 760
202, 819
190, 063
110, 714
178, 430
20, 084, 246
0

19, 796, 339
0

287, 006
17, 7563, 064
848, 002
1,195, 194
287, 006

Worcester County area
Worcester County government.
Total to all cities over 2,600._-.
Total to all cities under 2,600__
Total to all townships
Fitchburg City

Gardner City

Leominster City.

Worcester City

Ashburnham Town..

Athol Town

11, 985, 648
867, 203
6, 699, 153
0

4,419, 203
1, 200, 289
489, 660
552, 1564
4, 537, 050
33,906
83, 876
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176, 140
14, 610
72,678
46, 6567
72, 069

218, 841
30,011

136, 779

102, 155
51, 283
90, 230

102, 432
58, 293

100, 708

100, 295
49, 946

310, 708
166, 510
127, 967
163, 548
37, 622

286, 482
14, 251
30, 066

279, 258
449, 758

187, 846

100, 748
22, 519
33,943
46, 113
26,315
48, 216

107, 195
24,823

229, 427

140, 680
36, 453
57,171
41,171
85, 650

Auburn Town

Barre Town

Blackstone Town

Boylston - ToWN . coiianaaacaa
Charlton ToWN.eacccacacccaca

Holden Town.___
Hopedale Town...
Lancaster Town.
Leicester Town
Lunenburg Town

Millbury Town
Northborough Town
Northbridge Town
North Brookfield Town
Oxford Town

Rutland Town
Shrewsbury Town.
Southborough Town
Southbridge Town
Spencer Town
Sterling Town___
Sturbridge Town._._
Sutton Town
Templeton Town
Upton Town.___
Uxbridge Town__
Warren Town..
Webster Town._ .
Westborough Town.____
West Boylston Town
West Brookfield Town
Westminster Town
Winchendon Town

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BENTSEN) . The period for the transaction
of routine morning business is closed.

CONSUMER PROTECTION ORGANI-
ZATION ACT OF 1971

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the unfinished busi-
ness, S. 3970, will be laid before the Sen-
ate. The bill will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (8. 390) to establish a Council
of Consumer Advisers in the Executive
Office of the President, to establish
an independent Consumer Protection
Agency, and to authorize a program of
grants, in order to protect and serve the
interests of consumers, and for other
purposes.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a cloture motion on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented under
rule XXII, the Chair, without objection,
directs the clerk to read the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

CLoTURE MoTIioN

We, the undersigned SBenators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate upon the bill
(8. 3970), a bill to establish a Council of
Consumer Advisers in the Executive Office
of the President, to establish an independent
Consumer Protection Agency, and to author-
ize o program of grants in order to protect
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and serve the interest of consumers and for
other purposes.
. Abraham Ribicoff.
. Mike Mansfield.
. Walter F. Mondale.
. Fred R. Harris.
. Philip A. Hart.
. Edmund 8. Muskie,
. John O. Pastore.
. Gaylord Nelson.
. Warren G. Magnuson,
10. Robert C. Byrd.
11, Jacob K. Javits.
12. Charles H. Percy.
13. Edward W. Brooke.
14. Clifford P. Case.
15. Richard 8. Schweliker.
16. James B. Pearson.
117. J. Glenn Beall.
18. Charles McC. Mathias, Jr.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, does it now
appear from the record that by unani-
mous consent there will be 1 hour's
debate on this matter, beginning at 1
o'clock Tuesday, and that the vote will
be at 2 p.m.?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. JAVITS. The quorum call preced-
ing the vote will be at 2 o'clock on
Tuesday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator states the situation correctly.

Mr., JAVITS. I wish to ask the acting
majority leader if he wishes to go on with
the debate on this matter at this time or
if he wishes to call up the defense ap-
propriation bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Under the
order entered yesterday, which has not
been called to the attention of the able
senior Senator from New York, once the
Senator yields the floor the Senate will
proceed immediately to the considera-
tion of H.R. 1.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. I
vield the floor.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BenTsSEN) . Under the previous order, the
cloture motion on the unfinished business
having been filed, the Chair lays before
the Senate H.R. 1, which the clerk will
report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (H.R. 1) to amend the Social Security
Act, to make improvements in the Medicare
and Medicaid programs, to replace the exist-
ing Federal-State Public Assistance programs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
shortly I shall introduce an amendment
to lower to 60 the age at which actuarial-
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1y reduced benefits may be received and
to 50 the age at which a woman may re-
ceive reduced widow’s benefits.

I ask unanimous consent that it be in
order to order the yeas and nays on that
amendment at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask for the yeas and nays on that
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the vota
which has just been ordered occur at 11
am. today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
quorum call which I am about to suggest
is called off, I be recognized to call up my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield to the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky for a unanimous-consent
request.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Parenta of
my staff be permitted on the floor today
during the debate on this measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I send to the desk an amendment and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that further
rea-g.mg of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 189, between lines 19 and 20,
insert the following new sections:
REDUCTION, FROM 62 TO 60, IN THE AGE AT

WHICH INDIVIDITALS MAY RECEIVE ACTUARIALLY

REDUCED BENEFITS

Sec. 151. (a)(1) Section 202 (a)(2) of
the Social Security Act is amended by strik-

ing out “62” and inserting in leu thereof
“60".
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(2) Section 202 (b)(1) of such Act (as
amended by section 114(a) of this Act) is
amended by striking out "62" wherever it
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
60",

(3) Bection 202 (¢) (1) and (2) of such
Act Is amended by striking out "“62" wherever
it appears therein and inserting in lieu
thereof '60".

(4) Section 202 (f) (1) (C) of such Act (as
amended by section 102(b) (1) of this Act)
is amended by striking out “or was en-
titled” and inserting in lieu thereof “or was
entitled, after attainment of age 63,".

(5) (A) Section 202(h) (1) (A) of such Act
is amended by striking out 62" and inserting
in lieu thereof “60".

(B) Section 202(h)(2)(A) of such Act
is amended by inserting *“subsection (q)
and” after “Except as provided in”.

(C) Section 202(h)(2)(B) of such Act is
amended by inserting “subsection (q) and"”
after “except as provided in™.

(D) Bectlon 202(h) (2) (C) of such Act is
amended by—

(i) striking out “shall be equal” and In-
serting in lieu thereof *“shall, except as pro-
vided in subsection (q), be equal’; and

(ii) inserting *and section 202(q)" after
“section 203(a)";

(b) (1) The first sentence of section 202
(q) (1) of such Act (as amended by section
102(e) (1) of this Act) is amended (A) by
striking out “husband’'s, widow’s, or widow-
er's” and inserting in lieu thereof-"husband’s,
widow's, widower's, or parent's”, and (B) by
striking out, in subparagraph (A) thereof,
“widow's or widower's” and inserting in lieu
thereof “widow’s, widower's or parent’s”,

(2) (A) Section 202(q) (3) (A) of such Act
is amended (i) by striking out ‘“husband’s,
widow's, or widower's” each place it appears
therein and Inserting in lieu thereof “hus-
band's, widow's, widower's, or parent's”, (i)
by striking out “age 62" and inserting in lieu
thereof “age 60", and (ili) by striking out
“wife's or husband’s” and inserting in lieu
thereof “wife’s, husband's, or parent's”.

(B) Bection 202(q) (3) (C) is amended by
striking out “or widower's” each place it ap-
pears therein and inserting in lleu thereof
“widower's, or parent’s",

(C) Section 202(q) (3)(D) of such Act is
amended by striking out “or widower's” and
Inserting in lieu thereof “widower's, or par-
ent's",

(D) Section 202 (q) (3) (E) of such Act
is amended (i) by striking out “(or would,
but for subsection (e) (1) in the case of a
widow or surviving divorced wife or subsec-
tion (f) (1) in the case of a widower, be)
entitled to a widow’s or widower's Insurance
benefit to which such individual was first
entitled for a month before she or he” and
inserting in lieu thereof *(or would, but for
subsection (e) (1), (f) (1), or (h) (1), be)
entitled to a widow's, widower’'s, or parent's
insurance benefit to which such individual
was first entitled for a month before such
individual,”, (ii) by striking out “the amount
by which such widow's or widower's insur-
ance benefit was reduced for the month in
which such individual attained retirement
age and,” and inserting in lieu thereof “the
amount by which such widow's widower's, or
parent’s insurance benefit would be reduced
under paragraph (1), plus", and (fif) by
striking out “over such widow's or widower's
insurance benefit” and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘over such widow's, widower's, or
parent’s insurance benefit”.

(E) Section 202 (q) (3) (F) of such Act
is amended (i) by striking out “‘(or would
but for subsection (e) (1) in the case of a
widow or surviving divorced wife or subsec-
tion (f) (1) in the case of a widower, be) en-
titled to a widow's or widower's insurance
benefit to which such individual was first
entitled for a month before she or he™ and
inserting in lieu thereof “(or would, but for
subsection (e) (1), (f) (1), or (h) (1), be)
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entitled to a widow's, widower's, or parent’s
insurance benefit for which such individual
was first entitled for a month before such
individual”, (1i) by striking out “the amount
by which such widow's or widower's insur-
ance benefit” and inserting in lleu thereof
“the amount by which such widow's, widow-
er's, or parent’s insurance benefit”, (iil) by
striking out "“over such widow's Insurance
benefit” and inserting in lleu thereof “over
such widow's, widower’s, or parent’'s insur-
ance benefit”, and (iv) by striking out *“62"
and inserting in lleu thereof “60".

(F) Section 202 (q) (3) (G) of such Act
is amended—

(1) by striking out “(or would, but for
subsection (e) (1) in the case of a widow or
surviving divorced wife or subsection (f) (1)
in the case of a widower, be) entitled to a
widow's or widower’s insurance benefit,” and
inserting in lieu thereof “(or would, but for
subsection (e) (1), (f)(1), or (h)(1l) be)
entitled to a widow's, widower's, or parent's
insurance benefit,"”.

(11) by striking out “such widow's insur-
ance benefit"” and inserting in lieu thereof
“such widow'’s, widower’'s, or parent’s insur-
ance benefit,”.

(3) Sectlon 202(q) (5)(B) of such Act is
amended by striking out “62" and inserting
in lieu thereof “60".

(4) BSection 202(q)(6) of such Act is
amended (i) by striking out “husband's,
widow's, or widower's"” and inserting in lieu
thereof “husband’s, widow's, widower’'s, or
parent's”, and (ii) by striking out, in clause
(IIT), “widow's or widower's"” and inserting
in lieu thereof "widow's, widower's, or par-
ent’s”,

(6) Section 202(q)(7) of such Act (as
amended by section 102(e) {2) of his Act) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “husband’'s, widow's,
or widower's” and inserting in lieu thereof
“husband’s, widow’s, widower’s, or parent’s”;
and

(B) by striking out, in subparagraph (E),
“widow's or widower's” and inserting in lieu
thereof “widow’s, widower's, or parent’s”.

(c) Section 215(f)(5) of such Act is
amended (A) by inserting after “attained
age 65," the following: “or in the case of a
woman who became entitled to such benefits
and died before the month in which she at-
tained age 62,”; (B) by striking out “his”
each place it appears therein and inserting
in lieu thereof “his or her”; and (C) by
striking out “he" each place after the first
‘place it appears therein and inserting in lieu
thereof “he or she”.

(d) (1) Section 216(b) (3) (A) of such Act
is amended by striking out “62" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “'60".

(2) Section 216(c)(6) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out “62" and inserting
in lieu threeof “60".

(3) Section 216(f) (3) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out “62" and inserting
in lieu thereof “60".

(4) Section 216(g) (6) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out “62” and inserting
in lieu thereof “'60".

(e) (1) Section 202(q)(5) (A) of such Act
is amended by striking out “No wife's insur-
ance benefit” and inserting in lieu thereof
“No wife's insurance benefit to which a wife
is entitled”.

(2) Sectlon 202(q)(5)(C) of such Act is
amended by striking out “woman" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “wife".

(3) Section 202(q) (6) (A) (1) (II) of such
Act is amended (A) by striking out “wife's
insurance benefit” and inserting in lieu
thereof "“wife's insurance benefit to which a
wife 1s entitled”, and (B) by striking out
“or” at the end and Inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “or in the case of a wife's in-
surance benefit to which a divorced wife is
entitled, with the first day of the first
month for which such individual is entitled
to such benefit, or”
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(4) Section 202(q)(7)(B) of such Act is
amended by striking out “wife's insurance
benefits” and inserting in lieu thereof "wife’s
insurance benefits to which a wife is en-
titled",

(f) Section 224(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out “62" and inserting in lieu
thereof 60",

(g) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to monthly benefits
under title II of the Soclal Security Act for
months after December 1972, but only on the
basis of applications for such benefits filed
after September 1972,

AGE 50—COMPUTATION POINT FOR WIDOWS

Sec. 152. (a) (1) Section 202(e) (1) (B) of
the Soclal Security Act is amended to read
as follows:

“(B) has attained age 50,"”.

(2) So much of section 202(e) (1) of such
Act (as amended by section 102 of this Act)
as follows subparagraph (E) is amended to
read as follows: “shali be entitled to a
widows' insurance benefit for each month,
beginning with the first month in which she
becomes so entitled to such insurance bene-
fits and ending with the month preceding
the first month in which any of the follow-
ing occurs: she remarries, dies, or becomes
entitled to an old-age insurance benefit equal
to or exceeding the primary insurance
amount of such deceased individual."

(8) Paragraphs (5) and (6) of section
202(e) of such Act are hereby repealed.

(b) The last sentence of section 203(c) of
such Act (as amended by section 102(c) (1)
of this Act) is amended by striking out
“from any widow’s insurance henefits for
any month in which the widow or surviving
divorced wife is entitled and has not at-
tained age 66 (but only if she became s0
entitled prior to attaining age 60), or”.

(¢) Clause D of section 203(c) (1) of such
Act (as amended by section 102(c)(2) of
this Act) is amended by striking out “wid-

‘ow’s insurance benefits and has not at-

tained age 656 (but only if she became 50
entitled prior to attaining age 60), or”.

(d) The first sentence of section 216(i) (1)
of such Act is amended by striking out ‘202
(e).”.

(e) Section 222(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out “benefits, widow's insurance

benefits,” liew thereof
“benefits".

(f) The first sentence of section 222(b)
(1) of such Act is amended by striking out
“a widow or surviving divorced wife who
has not attained age 60,".

(g) (1) Section 222(d)(1) of such Act is
amended (A) by striking out subparagraph
(C) thereof, and (B) by redesignating sub-
paragraph (D) thereof as subparagraph (C).

(2) Such section 222(d)(1) is further
amended by striking out “the benefits under
section 202(e) for widows and surviving di-
vorced wives who have not attained age 60
and are under a disability,”.

(h) Section 2256 of such Act is amended
(1) by striking out "or that a widow or sur-
viving divorced wife who has not attained
age 60 and is entitled to benefits under sec-
tion 202(e),”, and (2) by striking out “202
(d) 202(e),” and inserting in lieu thereof
“202(a),”.

(1) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply with respect to monthly
benefits under title IT of the SBocial Security
Act for the months following the month
after the month in which this Act is en-
acted, but only on the basis of applications
for such benefits filed in or after the month
in which this Act is enacted. The amend-
ments made by subsections (b) through (h)
shall apply with respect to months after the
month in which this Act is enacted,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the yea-
and-nay vote on this amendment occur
at 10 minutes past 11 a.m.

and inserting in
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
my amendment proposes two changes to
the Social Security Act. First, it would
amend the Social Security Act so as to
reduce to 50 the age at which a woman
may begin to receive actuarially reduced
widow’s benefits thereunder, and it would
reduce to 60, the age at which monthly
benefits generaily, when based upon the
attainment of retirement age, would be
payable on an actuarially reduced basis.

Throughout my 20 years in Congress,
I have consistently worked ana voted for
legislation aimed at providing realistic
social security benefits, and legislation
designed to strengthen the structure, ad-
ministration, and financing of the social
security program. I have previously in-
troduced, as separate legislation, bills to
lower to 50 the age at which actuarially
reduced widow's insurance benefits could
be received, and to lower to 60, the age at
which actuarially reduced monthly bene-
fits could be received. The Senate has
upon several occasions given its approval
to lower the age to 60, but the House has
never seen fit to agree. I hope, however,
that the need for updated social security
legislation—such as this amendment—is
now clearly recognized by Members in
both Houses of Congress, and I am hope-
ful that my amendment will be accepted
and subsequently enacted into law. First,
I will discuss the age 50 computation
point for widows.

Mr. President, beyond the 26 million
citizens already drawing social security
benefits, there are many widows between
the ages of 50 and 60 who have lost their
husbands and who, at this stage in vheir
lives, are unable to establish a new career,
or to reactivate an old one. It is this
group of widows that my amendment is
aimed at assisting. Under the provisions
of my amendment, the Social Security
Administration estimates that approxi-
mately 440,000 widows would elaim bene-
fits the first year, creating an initial cost
of about $700,000,000. But in the long
run there would be no, or very little, in-
creased cost because it would balance out.

In order that we can understand what
these benefits would mean, I would like
to cite some examples, which have been
computed by the actuarial experts of the
Social Security Administration.

First. Widow A is 50 years old and her
husband had average monthly earnings
of $500 per month. Her reduced bene-
fits at age 50 would be $135 per month. If
Widow A were 55, her benefits would be
$164 per month.

Second. Widow B is 50 years old and
her husband had average monthly earn-
ings of $600 per month. Her reduced
benefits would total $155 per month. If
Widow B were 55, her monthly benefits
would total $188.

Third. Widow C is 50 years old and her
husband had average monthly earnings
of $700. Her reduced benefits would total
$171 per month, If Widow C were 55
years old, her reduced benefits would to-
tal $208 per month.

In West Virginia, approximately 6,500
widows would become eligible for actu-
arially reduced benefits, if the age re-
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quirement were lowered from 62 to 50.
The increase in benefits for West
Virginians would be approximately
$10,000,000.

This provision of my amendment, if
adopted and enacted into law, will pro-
vide benefits for a group of persons who
need it most—widows in their 50's who
are unable to work and who desperately
need these benefits, but have been un-
able to obtain them because of the social
security age requirement. These are peo-
ple whose deceased husbands had paid
into the program, and these are people
who deserve to receive some type of
benefits now.

I will now discuss that portion of my
emendment which will amend the So-
cial Security Act to provide that month-
1y benefits, when based upon the attain-
ment of retirement age, will be payable
on an actuarially reduced basis at age 60.

Mr. President, there are, as present,
over 26 million Americans receiving so-
cial security benefits. For many of them,
these benefits are their only source of
income. However, beyond these 26 mil-
lion citizens already drawing social se-
curity benefits, therz are many other
Americans who are being forced out of
the labor market because of the early
retirement policies of many business and
companies or the closing of plants, and
individuals who are too ill to work, but
who cannot meet social security disabil-
ity regulations. It is this group of citi-
zens that this portion of my amend-
ment is aimed at assisting.

Under the provisions of my amend-
ment allowing actuarially reduced bene-
fits to be received at age 60, the Social
Security Administration estimates that
approximately 1,040,000 persons would
claim henefits the first year, creating an
initial cost of about $1.35 billion, But in
the long run there would be no increased
cost; because the recipients would have
chosen to accept their benefits at an
earlier age, but on an actuarially re-
duced balance. The cost would, there-
fore, balance out in the long run.

In West Virginia, approximately 11,000
persons would become eligible for actu-
arially reduced benefits, if the age were
lowered from 62 to 60. The overall in-
crease in benefils for West Virginia under
this amendment would be approximately
$11 million.

This amendment, if adopted and en-
acted into law, will provide benefits for
persons who need it desperately—citi-
zens who have been forced to retire, or
who because of ill health should retire
or would like to retire but have been un-
able to do so because the social security
disability benefits program at the present
time would not cover them inasmuch as
they cannot qualify.

These are people who have been pay-
ing into the program for a long time and
I believe they are people who deserve to
be covered by the program now. They
would have the option, under my amend-
ment, to continue working if they chose
to do so—until they were 60, 62, or 65.
They would not be mandatorily forced
to retire. They could retire on a volun-
tary basis, but at least, they would have
11;113 additional option they do not now

nave.
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Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
this amendment.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr, COOPER. I support strongly the
purpose of the Senator's amendment
which would allow men to receive reduced
social security benefits beginning at age
60, rather than age 62, and which would
allow widows to begin receiving reduced
benefits at age 50 rather than age 60 as
provided for in existing law. I have re-
ceived a great deal of mail from people
on this subject, particularly from widows
who are left in destitute circumstances.

It is my understanding that this
amendment would nof alter the provision
in the committee bill to increase from
825 to 100 percent the amount a
widow could receive on her deceased
husband’s account. Benefits applied for
before the age of 65 would still be re-
duced according to the widow's age at the
time of application. Under the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia, Mr. Rosert C.
Byrp, a widow could now apply for the
reduced benefits at age 50.

I would ask though, whether the Sen-
ator would consider changing the age
from 50 to 55 years. Decreases in
the age limitations have usually covered
5-year periods, and a 5-year period would
place less strain on the present social
security system. The amendment would
still provide substantial assistance to
many widows and I am sure that in time
the age limit will be moving down to 50
years anyway.

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. I would per-
sonally like the age to go to 50 years so
that they have that option. If they wish
to wait longer, they can then do so. I
realize that lowering the age to 50 years
is a great step and it might be more logi-
cal to proceed with a lesser step. If it
would enhance the chances of adoption
of the amendment in the Senate and
later in the conference, perhaps it would
be advisable to modify my amendment
to that extent, but I should like to hear
first what some other Senators have to
say on the subject.

Mr, COOPER. I appreciate that and
I would like very much to be a cosponsor
of the Senator’s amendment if he would
permit me. I think the change is very
much needed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the names
of the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Coorer), the distinguished
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) , and
my distinguished colleague Mr. RAN-
poLrH be added as cosponsors of this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BenTsen). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I regret that
I cannot support the pending amend-
ment. As much as we might like to lower
the retiremeni age, we must recognize
that we are already providing full social
security benefits which are not reduced
at all to those who are disabled. It is true
that persons who lose their jobs, let us
say between the ages of 60 and 62, have
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a problem, but unemployment insurance
is available to them.

The proposal in the pending amend-
ment to lower the retirement age to 60
would increase the cost of the bill in the
beginning by $1.35 billion. To reduce the
retirement age for widows to 50, as orig-
inally introduced, the cost would be an
additional $700 million. I would assume
that by modifying the amendment as the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOPER)
has suggested, that would reduce the
cost by perhaps $300 million, but it still
would cost about $1.65 billion, I should
think, to do the kind of thing the Sen-
ator is suggesting here.

Senators should think in terms of what
some of these proposals are going to cost.
The Senator makes the point that in the
long run there would be no cost because
the actuarial reduction is such that they
would get smaller benefits, but that over-
looks the fact that the Senate has now
voted, and ohviously has every intention
of insisting on, supplemental security in-
come benefits for people when they retire
at the age of 65. When they reach 65,
they would have available to them sup-
plemental security income which would
assure them of $180 a month if they have
at least $50 of social security income or
some other income.

Therefore, the idea that the cost to the
social security trust funds would be ab-
sorbed in the long run by the actuarial
reduction fades into oblivion when one
recognizes the fact that we have pro-
vided the supplemental security income
benefit to be paid out of general rev-
enues, which would cause anyone with
a social security check of $180 or less to
receive the difference up to $180, so that
the actuarial reduction that would tend
to save or offset the social security cost
of this would, for the most part, be wiped
out by the supplemental security income
benefit that is provided elsewhere from
general funds in the committee amend-
ment.

Therefore, Mr. President, there would
be an additional general fund cost in the
proposal, in addition to the heavy ad-
ditional social security costs in the early
years.

I would point out that we have passed
the equal rights amendment. I should
think that when that is ratified by the
States, without ever having intended to
do so, we might find that we have pro-
vided not only to widows but also to wid-
owers the opportunity to retire at 50
vears. Those who have a low income rec-
ord would receive just as much after 65
because of the supplemental security in-
come benefits that the Senate has al-
ready voted.

So, as a practical matter, while the
amendment was originaly conceived at a
time prior to the supplemental security
income proposal, with the idea that bene-
ficiaries would take lower retirement
benefits now and receive less later on—
because of the supplemental security in-
come benefits, the great majority of the
people who would take less now would
receive just as much in total income later
on as they would have received anyway.
The additional amount they would re-
ceive would provide an incentive, when
the equal rights amendment goes into ef-
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fect, for able-bodied men who qualify for
jobs elsewhere to retire at 50—or if the
amendment is modified make it 55
years—if they are widowers.

I am sure that the Senator did not
have this effect in mind when he orig-
inally put his amendment fogether.

In other words, I have serious doubts
that the Senator ever intended to provide
for a widower whose wife died, that he
should have the privilege of retiring at
age 55. And yet when the egual rights
amendment goes into effect, it seems to
me that that would be the eflect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 11:10 having arrived, under the pre-
vious agreement the Senate will proceed
to vote on the amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that there be
a 5 minute extension of the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered,

Mr. BENNETT. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. BENNETT. I have been frying to
add up the arithmetic. Yesterday we
added $2.2 billion to the cost of the
social security programs, without the
necessary financing. Today we are about
to add an immediate burden on the
social security trust fund of $1.35 billion
for persons who retire at age 60 and
something like $300 or $400 million for
widows, plus perhaps, a billion-dollar
eventual loss to the general fund.

Let us say we are about to add $1.650
billion or $1.7 billion to the trust fund
without financing, plus a billion-dollar
burden to the general revenue.

I hope the Senate realizes what it is
doing, both in terms of the overall budget
and of the social security trust fund.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the supplemental benefit to which refer-
ence has been made will be available at
age 65 or earlier if the person is blind,
or if a person were disabled. What about
the widow who is not blind, who is not
disabled, but who has reached age 50, and
who cannot get a job because she doesn’t
possess the skills to compete in today’'s
labor market? I am simply trying to pro-
vide for those widows who are not blind,
who are not disabled, and who are not
vet age 65, and who could not therefore,
receive the supplemental benefits.

Several Senators have now approached
me and asked me to modify my amend-
ment, which I will be glad to do if I can
get unanimous consent. I ask unanimous
consent that the age 50 provision for
widows be amended to read at 55, as sug-
gested by the able senior Senator from
Eentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification? There be-
ing no objection, the amendment will be
so modified.

Is all time yielded back?

Mr., LONG. I yield back my time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I will yield
back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from West Virginia. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
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that the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
AnpeErson), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacrLETON), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mrs. Epwarns), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. GamsreLL), the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. Graver), the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HarT), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Huom-
PHREY), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. McGOVERN), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator
from Montana (Mr. MeTcaLF), the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MoNDpALE), the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr, MonN-
ToYa), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
Muskie), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PELL), the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. RanpoLpPH), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr, Risicorr), the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the Sen-
ator from Virginia (Mr. Sponc), and the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS)
are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr, Jorpan), the Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr, McGeg), are
absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RanporrH), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) , the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL), the Sena-
tor from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HuM-
PHREY), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MonpaLE), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Risicorr), and the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. Gamsrern), would
each vote “yea.”

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the
Senators from Colorado (Mr. AirorT and
Mr. Dominick), the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. Baker), the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. Boccs), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the Sen-
ator from EKentucky (Mr. Cook), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
Corron), the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. Curtis), the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GoLpwATER), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. GriFFiN), the Senator
from Florida (Mr. GurNEY), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. Hansew), the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. HartrFrern), the
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs),
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Percy), the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. Rotr), the
Senators from Ohio (Mr. Saxse and Mr.
TarT), the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
STtarFrorp), the Senator from Texas (Mr,
Tower), and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. WEICKER) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munot) is absent because of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. CurTtis) is paired with the
Senator from Texas (Mr. Tower). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from Texas would vote “yea.”

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the
Senator from Kentucky, (Mr. Coox),
and the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PercY) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 29,
nays 25, as follows:
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YEAS—29

Hollings
Hughes
Inouye
Bible Jackson
Burdick EKennedy
Byrd, Robert C. Magnuson
Cannon Mansfield
Case Mathias
MeClellan
Moss

NAYS—25

Allen Church

Bellmon Cranston

Bennett Dole

Bentsen Ervin

Brock Fannin

Buckley Fong

Byrd, Fulbright
Harry F., Jr. Hruska

Chiles Jordan, Idaho

NOT VOTING—46

Gurney Muskie
Hansen Pell
Harris Percy
Hart Randolph
Hatfield Ribicoff
Humphrey Roth
Javits Saxbe
Jordan, N.C. Sparkman
McGee Spong
McGovern Stafford
McIntyre Taft
Metcalf Tower
Miller Weicker
Mondale Williams

Aiken
Bayh
Beall

Cooper
Hartke

Allott
Anderson
Baker

Boggs
Brooke
Cook
Cotton
Curtis
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Edwards
Gambrell
Goldwater
Gravel Montoya
Grifin Mundt

So Mr. RoserT C. BYrp's amendment,
as modified, was agreed to.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, there is a
proposal in the bill, a committee
amendment, on which the Senate should
vote. I believe this vote would be very
helpful and useful to the House to decide
whether or not to accept the Senate com-
mittee amendment on drugs. I refer to
the committee proposal which would
make maintenance drugs available under
medicare. That provision runs from line
23 of page 252, through line 11, page 268
in the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the committee amendment
will be printed in the ReEcorb.

The committee amendment reads as
follows:

COVERAGE OF DRUGS UNDER MEDICARE

Sec. 215. (a) Section 226(c) (1) of the
Soclal Security Act (as amended by section
201 of this Act) is further amended by strik-
ing out “and post-hospital home health
services” and inserting in lieu thereof “post-
hospital home health services, and eligible
drugs™.

(b) Section 1811 of the Social Security
Act is amended by inserting “and eligible
drugs"” after “related post-hospital services™.

(c) Section 1812(a) of the Social Security
Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (2);

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (3) and inserting in lien there-
of *; and"”; and

(3) by adding after paragraph (3) the
following new paragraph:

“(4) eligible drugs.”.

(d) Section 1813(a) of the Social Secu-
rity Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

“{4) The reasonable allowance, as defined
in sectlon 1823, for eligible drugs furnished
an individual pursuant fo any one prescrip-
tion (or each renewal thereof) and pur-
chased by such individual at any one time
shall be reduced by an amount equal to the
applicable prescription copayment obligation
which shall be §1.”
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(e) (1) Section 1814(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act is amended—

(A) by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (6);

(B) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (7) and inserting in lieu there-
of “; and”; and

(C) by inserting after paragraph (7) the
following new paragraph:

“(8) with respect to drugs or biologicals
furnished pursuant to and requiring (except
for insulin) a physician’s prescription, such
drugs or biologicals are eligible drugs as de-
fined in section 1861(t) and the participating
pharmacy (as defined in section 1861(dd))
bas such prescription in its possession, or
some other record (in the case of insulin)
that s satisfactory to the Secretary.”

(2) Section 1814(b) of such Act is
amended—

(A) by inserting “(1)" after “(b)",

(B) by inserting *(other than a phar-
macy)” immediately after “provider of serv=
ices', and

(C) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(2) The amount paid to any participat-
ing pharmacy which is a provider of services
with respect to eligible drugs for which pay-
ment may be made under this part shall, sub-
ject to the provisions of section 1813, be the
reasonable allowance (as defined in section
1823) with respect to such drugs.”

(f) Bection 1814 of the Social Security
Act (as amended by section 227(b)(2) and
228(a) of this Act) is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“Limitation on Payment for Eligible Drugs

“(1) Payment may be made under this part
for eligible drugs only when such drugs are
dispensed by a participating pharmacy; ex-
cept that payment under this part may be
made for eligible drugs dispensed by a physi-
cian where the Secretary determines, in ac-
cordance with regulations, that such eligible
drugs were required in an emergency or that
there was no participating pharmacy avail-
able in the community, in which case the
physician (under regulations prescribed by
the Secretary) shall be regarded as a par-
ticipating pharmacy for purposes of this part
with respect to the dispensing of such eligible
drugs.”

(g) Part A of title XVIII of the Social
Security Act is further amended by adding
after section 1819 (as added by section 214
of this Act) the following new sections:

“MEDICARE FORMULARY COMMITTEE

“Sgc. 1820. (a) (1) There is hereby estab-
lished, within the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, a Medicare Formu-
lary Committee (hereinafter referred to as
the ‘Committee’) a majority of whose mem-
bers shall be physicians and which shall con=-
sist of the Commissioner of Food and Drugs
and of four individuals (not otherwise in the
employ of the Federal Government) who do
not have a direct or indirect financlal in-
terest in the composition of the Formulary
established under this section and who are
of recognized professional standing and dis-
tinction in the flelds of medicine, pharmacol-
ogy, or pharmacy, to be appointed by the
Becretary without regard to the provisions of
title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service. The
Chalrman of the Comimttee shall be elected
annually from the appointed members
thereof, by majority vote of the members of
the Committee.

“(2) Each appointed member of the Com-
mittee shall hold office for a term of five years,
except that any member appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder
of such term, and except that the terms of
office of the members first taking office shall
expire, as designated by the Secretary at the
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time of appointment, one of the end of each
of the first five years. A member shall not be
eligible to serve continuously for more than
two terms.

*{b) Appointed members of the Committee,
while attending meetings or conferences
theretof or otherwise serving on business of
the Committee, shall be entitled to receive
compensation at rates fixed by the Secretary
(but not in excess of the dally rate paid under
G5-18 of the General Schedule under section
5332 of title 5, United States Code), includ-
ing traveltime, and while so serving away
from their homes or regular places of busi-
ness they may be allowed travel expenses, as
authorized by section 5708 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons in the Government
service employed intermittently.

“(e) (1) The Committee is authorized with
the approval of the Becretary, to engage or
contract for such technical assistance as may
be required to carry out its functions, and
the Secretary shall, in addition, make avail-
able to the Committee such secretarial, cleri-
cal, and other assistance as the Formulary
Committee may require to ecarry out its func-
tions,

*“(2) The Secretary shall furnish to the
Committee such office space, materials, and
equipment as may be necessary for the For-
mulary Committee to carry out its functions,

“MEDICARE FORMULARY

“Sec. 1821, (a) (1) The Committee shall
compile, publish, and make available a Medi-
care Formulary (hereinafter in this title re-
ferred to as the ‘Formulary’).

“(2) The Committee shall periodically re-
vise the Formulary and the listing of drugs
80 as to malntain currency in the contents
thereof,

“(b) (1) The Formulary shall contain an
alphabetically arranged listing, by estab-
lished name, of those drug entities within
the following therapeutic categories:

“*Adrenocorticolds

“Anti-anginals

“Anti-arrhythmics

“Anti-coagulants

“Anti-convulsants (excluding phenobarbi-
tal)

“Anti-hypertensives

“Anti-neoplastics

“Anti-Parkinsonism agents

“Anti-rheumatics

“Bronchodilators

“Cardiotonics

““Cholinesterase inhibitors

“Diuretics

“Gout suppressants

“Hypoglycemics

“Miotics

“Thyroid hormones

“Tuberculostatics

which the Committee decides are necessary
for individuals using such drugs., The Com-
mittee shall exclude from the Formulary any
drug entities (or dosage forms and strengths
thereof) which the Committee decides are
not necessary for proper patient care, taking
into account other drug entities (or dosage
forms and strentghs thereof) which are in-
cluded in the Formulary.

“{2) Such listing shall include the spe-
cific dosage forms and strengths of each drug
entity (included in the Formulary in accord-
ance with paragraph (1)) which the Com-
mittee decides are necessary for individuals
using such drugs.

*“(3) Such listing shall include the prices
at which the products (in the same dosage
form and strength) of such drug entities
are generally sold by the suppliers thereof
and the 1imit applicable to such prices under
section 1823(b) (1) for purposes of determin-
ing the reasonable allowance.

“{4) The Committee may also include in
the Formulary, either as a separate part (or
parts) thereof or as a supplement (or sup-
plements) thereto, any or all of the follow=
ing information:
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“(A) A supplemental list or lists, arranged
by diagnostic, prophylactic, therapeutic, or
other classifications, of the drug entities
(and dosage forms and strengths thereof) in-
cluded in the listing referred to in para-
graph (1).

“(B) The proprietary names under which
products of a drug entity listed in the For-
mulary by established name (and dosage
form and strength) are sold and the names
of each supplier thereof.

*(C) Any other information with respect
to eligible drug entities which in the judg-
ment of the Committee would be useful in
carrying out the purposes of this part.

“{c) In considering whether a particular
drug entity (or strength or dosage from
thereof) shall be included in or excluded irom
the Formulary, the Committee is authorized
to obtain (upon request therefor) any record
pertaining to the characteristics of such drug
entity which is available to any other de-
partment, agency, or instrumentality of the
Federal Government, and to request sup-
pliers or manufacturers of drugs and other
knowledgeable persons or organizations to
make avallable to the Committee informa-
tion relating to such drug. If any such record
or information (or any information con-
tained in such record) is of & confidential
nature, the Committee shall respect the con-
fidentiality of such record or information
and shall limit its usage thereof to the proper
exercise of its authority.

“(d) (1) The Committee shall establish
such procedures as it determines to be neces-
sary in its evaluation of the appropriate-
ness of the inclusion in or exclusion from
the Formulary, of any drug entity (or dosage
form or strength thereof). For purposes of
inclusion in or exclusion from the Formulary
the principal factors in the determination of
the Committee shall be:

‘“(A) the factor of clinical equivalence in
the case of the same dosage forms in the
same strengths of the same drug entity, and

“({B) the factor of relative therapeutic
value in the case of similar or dissimilar
drug entities In the same therapeutic cate-
gory.

“(2) The Committee, prior to making a
final decision to remove from listing in the
Formulary any drug entity (or dosage forms
or strength thereof) which is included there-
in, shall afford a reasonable opportunity for a
formal or informal hearing on the matter to
any person engaged in manufacturing, pre-
paring, compounding, or processing such
drug entity who shows reasonable ground for
such a hearing.

“(3) Any person engaged in the manu-
facture, preparation, compounding, or proc-
essing of any drug entity (or dosage forms
or strengths thereof) not included in the
Formulary which such person believes to
possess the requisite gqualities to entitle such
drug to be included in the Formulary pur-
suant to subsection (b), may petition for
inclusion of such drug entity and, if such
petition is denied by the Formulary Commit-
tee, shall, upon request therefor, showing rea-
sonable grounds for a hearing, be afforded
a formal or informal hearing on the matter
in accordance with rules and procedures
established by such Committee.

“LIMITATIONS ON MEDICARE PAYMENT FOR

CHARGES OF PROVIDERS OF SERVICES

“Sec. 1822, (a) Any provider of services
as defined in section 1861(u), whose services
are otherwise reimbursable under any pro-
gram under this Act in which there is Federal
financial participation on the basis of
‘reasonable cost’, shall not be entitled to a
professional fee or dispensing charge or
reasonable billing allowance as determined
pursuant to this part.

“(b) A fee, charge, or billing allowance
shall not be payable under this section with
respect to any drug entity that (as deter-
mined in accordance with regulations) is
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furnished as an incident to a physician’s
professional service, and is of a kind com-
monly furnished in physicians’ offices and
commonly either rendered without charge
or included in the physicians’ bills.

“REASONABLE ALLOWANCE FOR ELIGIBLE DRUGHS

“Sec. 1823. (a) For purposes of this part,
the term ‘reasonable allowance’ when used
in reference to an eligible drug (as defined
in subsection (h) of this sectlon) means the
following:

“(1) When used with respect to a pre-
scription legend drug entity, in a given
dosage form and strength, such term means
the lesser of—

“(A) an amount equal to the customary
charge at which the participating pharmacy
sells or offers such drug entity, in a given
dosage form and strength, to the general
publie, or

“(B) the price determined by the Secretary,
in accordance with subsection (b) of this
section, plus the professional fee or dis-
pensing charges determined in accordance
with subsection (¢) of this section.

“(2) When used with respect to Insulin
such term means the charge not in excess
of the reasonable customary price at which
the participating pharmacy offers or sells
the product to the general public, plus a
reasonable billing allowance.

“(b) (1) For purposes of establishing the
reasonable allowance in accordance with
subsection (a) the price shall be (A) in the
case of a drug entity (in any given dosage
form and strength) avallable from and sold
by only one supplier, the price at which
such drug entity is generally sold (to estab-
lishments dispensing drugs), and (B) in any
case in which a drug entity (in any given
dosage form and strength) is avallable and
sold by more than one supplier, only each
of the lower prices at which the products of
such drug entity are generally sold (and
such lower prices shall consist of only those
prices of different suppliers sufficlent to
assure actual and adequate availability of
the drug entity, in a given dosage form and
strength, at such prices in a region).

“(2) I a particular drug entity (in a given
dosage form and strength) in the Formulary
is available from more than one supplier, and
the product of such drug entity as available
from one supplier possesses demonstrated
distinet therapeutic advantages over other
products of such drug entify as determined
by the Committee on the basis of its sclen-
tific and professional appraisal of informa-
tion available to it, including information
and other evidence furnished to it by the sup-
plier of such drug entity, then the reasonable
allowance for such suppller's drug product
ghall be based upon the price at which it is
generally sold to establishments dispensing

drugs.

“(3) If the prescriber, in his handwritten
order, has specifically designated a particular
product of & drug entity (and dosage form
and strength) included in the Formulary by
its established name together with the name
of the supplier of the final dosage form
therecf, the reasonable allowance for such
drug product shall be based upon the price
at which it 1s generally sold to establishments
dispensing drugs.

“(e) (1) For the purpose of establishing the
reasonable allowance (in accordance with
subsection (a)) a participating pharmacy,
ghall, in the form and manner prescribed
by the Secretary, flle with the Secretary, at
such times as he shall specify, a statement
of its professional fee or other dispensing
charges.

“(2) A participating pharmacy, which has
agreed with the Secretary to serve as & pro-
vider of services under this part, shall, except
for subsection (a) (1) (A), be reimbursed, in
addition to any price provided for in subsec-
tion (b), the amount of the fee or charges
filed in paragraph (1), except that no fee or
charges shall exceed the highest fee or
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charges filed by 75 per centum of participat-
ing pharmacies (with such pharmacies clas-
sified on the basis of (A) lesser dollar volume
of prescriptions and (B) all others) in a cen-
sus region which were customarily charged to
the general public as of June 1, 1972, Such
prevailing professional fees or dispensing
charges may be modified by the Secretary
in accordance with criteria and types of data
comparable to those applicable to recogni-
tion of increases in reasonable charges for
services under sectlon 1842,

“(3) A participating pharmacy shall agree
to certify that, whenever such pharmacy is
required to submit its usual professional fee
or dispensing charge for a prescription, such
charge does not exceed its customary charge.”

(h) Sectlon 1861(t) of the Social Security
Act is amended—

(1) by inserting “, or as are approved by
the Formulary Committee” after “for use
in such hospital”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “The term ‘eligible
drug’ means & drug or biological which (A)
can be self-administered, (B) requires a
physician’s prescription (except for insulin),
(C) is prescribed when the individual re-
quiring such drug is not an inpatient in a
hospital or extended care facility, during a
period of covered care, (D) is included by
strength and dosage forms among the drugs
and biologicals approved by the Formulary
Committee, (E) is dispensed (except as pro-
vided by section 1814(j)), by a pharmacist
from a participating pharmacy, and (F) is
dispensed In quantities consistent with prop-
er medical practice and reasonable profes-
sional discretion.”

(i) Section 1861(u) of the Social Security
Act (as amended by section 227(d)(1) of
this Act) Is further amended by striking out
“or home health agency” and inserting in
lieu thereof “home health agency, or phar-

v

(j) Section 1861 of the Social Security Act
is further amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“Participating Pharmacy

*“{dd) The term ‘participating pharmaecy*
means a pharmacy, or other establishment
(including the outpatient department of a
hospital) providing pharmaceutical services,
(1) which is licensed as such under the
laws of the State (where such State requires
such licensure) or which is otherwise law-
fully providing pharmaceutical services in
which such drug is provided or otherwise
dispensed in accordance with this title, (2)
which has agreed with the Secretary to act
as a provider of services in accordance with
the requirements of this section, and which
complies with such other reguirements as
may be established by the Secretary in
regulations to assure the proper economical,
and efficient administration of this title, (3)
which has agreed to submit, at such fre-
guency and in such form as may be pre-
scribed in regulations, bills for amounts pay-
able under this title for eligible drugs fur-
nished under part A of this title, and (4)
which has agreed not to charge beneficiaries
under this title any amounts in excess of
those allowable under this title with respect
to eligible drugs except as is provided under
section 1813(a) (4), and except for so much
of the charge for a prescription (in the case
of a drug product prescribed by a physician,
of a drug entity in a strength and dosage
form inecluded in the Formulary where the
price at whieh such product is sold by the
supplier thereof exceeds the reasonable al-
lowance) as is in excess of the reasonable
allowance established for such drug entity in
accordance with section 1823.”

(k)(1) the first sentence of section
1866(a) (2) (A) of the Social Security Act is
amended by striking out “and (i1)" and in-
serting in lleu thereof the following: * (i)
the amount of any copayment obligation
and excess above the reasonable allowance
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consistent with section 1861(dd) (4)
(i11) .

(2) The second sentence of section 1866
(a)(2) (A) of such Act is amended by
striking out “clause (ii)” and inserting in
lieu thereof “clause (ifi)".

(1) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to eligible drugs
furnished on and after the first day of July
1973.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the com-
mittee proposed financing to cover the
cost. This item would cost $700 million
and it is financed within the bill. The
amendment would require that the per-
son eligible for these drugs would pay
$1 and that the remainder of the cost
for covered prescription drugs would be
paid by the Government.

There are provisions in the bill to help
control the cost of the amendment so
that the cost would be reasonable.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that, notwithstanding the fact that
the Senate has agreed to this amend-
ment along with other committee
amendments en bloc, this amendment
may be voted on, reserving the right of
Senators to further amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. LONG, Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment on page 252, line 23, through
line 11 on page 268. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
Awperson), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON), the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. Eastranp), the Senafor
from Louisiana (Mrs. Epwarps), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. GAMBRELL),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. Har-
R1s), the Senator from Michigan (M.
HagrT), the Senator from Minnesota (M.
HumpHREY), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGeg), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovern), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE),
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MeT-
cALF), the Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
Wirriams), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MonpaLE), the Senafor from New
Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA), the Senaftor
from Maine (Mr. Musxie), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL), the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. RanoorprH),
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Ris1-
corr), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
Spargman), and the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SpoNg) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGee) and the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. JorpaN) are
absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumperEY), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McInTYRE), the Sena-
tor from Minnesota (Mr. MowpaALE), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL),
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
RawxporrH), the Senator from Georgia

and
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(Mr. GamererL), and the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. Risrcorr) would vote
"E'ea-."

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ators from Colorado (Mr. Arrorr and
Mr. Dominick), the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. Baxer), the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. Boces), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the Sen-
ator from EKentucky (Mr. Cooxk), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT-
Tow), the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
CurTIs), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLDWATER) , the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. GrrFFIN), the Senator from Florida
(Mr. Gurney), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. Hansen), the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) , the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javits), the Senator from
Towa (Mr. MiLLEr), the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PeErcy), the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. RorrH), the Senators
from Ohio (Mr. Saxee and Mr, Tarr),
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAF-
ForD), the Senator from Texas (Mr,
Tower), and the Senator from Connect-
icut (Mr. WEeICKER) are necessarily ab-
sent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. Brookg), the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. Bocas), the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Coox), the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. Curtis),

the Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr. Tow-
ER) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 489 Leg.]
YEAS—b54

Cranston
Dole
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Hartke
Hollings
Hruska
Hughes
Inouye

Moss
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Proxmire
BSchweiker
Scott
Smith
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tunney
Young

Alken
Allen
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
EBentsen
Bible
Brock
Buckley
Burdick
Byrd, Jackson
Harry F., Jr. Jordan, Idaho
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy
Cannon Long
Case Magnuson
Chiles Mansfield
Church Mathlas
Cooper McClellan

NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—46

Gurney Muskie
Hansen Pell
Harris Percy
Hart Randolph
Hatfield Ribicofl
Humphrey Roth
Javits Baxbe
Jordan, N.C. Sparkman
McGee Spong
McGovern Stafford
McIntyre Taft
Metealf Tower
Miller Welcker
Mondale Williams

Allott
Anderson
Baker

Eagleton
Eastland
Edwards
Gambrell
Goldwater
Gravel Montoya
Griffin Mundt

So the commiftee amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Howard

Marlowe of my staff be accorded the
privilege of the floor during the consid-
eration of this measure.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARTEKE., I send an amendment
to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. HARTKE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HArTKE's amendment is as follows:

At the end of Title IT of the bill, add the
following new section:

CHRONIC RENAL DISEASE CONSIDERED TO
CONSTITUTE DISABILITY

(a) Section 201 of the bill Is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
propaosals.

(e) Notwithstanding the foregoing pro-
visions of the section, every individual who

*(1) has not attained the age of 65;

“(2) (A) is fully or currently insured (as
such terms are defined In section 214 of this
Act), or (B) is entitled to monthly insurance
benefits under title II of this Act, or (C)
s the spouse or dependent child (as defined
in regulations) of an individual who is
fully or currently insured, or (D) is the
spouse or dependent child (as defined in
regulations) of an individual entitled to
monthly insurance benefits under title II
of this Act; and

“(3) is medically determined to have
chronic renal disease and who requires hemo-
dialysis or renal transplantation for such dis-
ease shall be deemed to be disabled for pur-
poses of coverage under Part A and B of
Medicare subject to the deductible premium
and co-payment provision of Title 18.

(T) Medicare eligibility on the basis of
chronic kidney fallure would begin with the
sixth month after the month of onset of
chronic kidney failure and would end with
the 12th month after the month in which
the person has a renal transplant.

(g) the Secretary is authorized to limit
re-imbursement under Medicare for kidney
transplant and dialysis to kidney disease
treatment centers which meet such require-
ments as he may by regulation prescribe.

“(1) such requirements must include at
least requirements for a minimal utilization
rate for covered procedure and for a medi-
cal review board to screen the appropriate-
ness of patients for the proposed treatment
procedures.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that time on
this amendment be limited to 30 minutes,
to be equally divided between and con-
trolled by the mover of the amendment
and the manager of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, my
amendment is cosponsored by myself, the
distinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee (Mr. Long), and the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Burpick). I ask unanimous consent that
the name of Senator Burpick be added as
a COSPONSsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, this
amendment creates a program to aid
those Americans suffering from chronic
kidney disease.

Ours is a highly advanced society. We
spend billions of dollars each year to go
from home to work, from coast to coast
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from one continent to another, and from
earth to space. Tens of billions of dollars
are spent on weapons to kill, on cosmet-
ics to make us look pleasing, and on ap-
pliances to make our lives easier. We
do all of this, but when it comes to main-
taining our health, we revert to the prim-
itive values and attitudes of the distant
past.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HARTKE. In what must be the
most tragic irony of the 20th century,
people are dying becanse they cannot get
access to proper medical care. We have
learned how to treat or to cure some of
the diseases which have plagued man-
kind for centuries, yet these treatments
are not available to most Americans be-
cause of their cost. An extension of this
irony is that medical research has pro-
duced two proven life-saving therapies
for terminal kidney patients but only a
small percentage of these people now re-
ceive them.

Mr, President, more than 8,000 Ameri-
cans will die this year from kidney dis-
ease this year because they cannot af-
ford an artificial kidney machine or a
kidney transplant. These will be needless
deaths—deaths which should shock our
conscience and shame our sensibilities.

What are we to say to these 8,000 peo-
ple? How do we explain that the differ-
ence between life and death is a matter
of dollars? How do we explain that those
who are wealthy have a greater chance
to enjoy a longer life than those who are
net? These are difficult questions to ask;
they are even more difficult to answer.

Mr. President, we can begin to set our
national priorities straight by under-
taking a national effort to bring kidney
disease treatment within the reach of
all those in need.

Each year, about 8 million Americans
are afflicted with kidney diseases, the
fifth leading cause of death in this coun-
try. Diseases of the kidneys and diseases
affecting these organs rank among the
major ailments which undermine or de-
stroy good health. The insidious nature
of kidney diseases is reflected in the fact
that many people who harbor infectious
organisms in their urinary tract will
have no warning of their disease until
kidney damage is beyond repair. Of the
nearly 8 million new victims each year,
about 2.8 million suffer from hyperten-
sive renal cardiovascular diseases caus-
ing 35 percent of deaths from kidney
disease; about 2 million suffer from in-
fectious diseases causing 18 percent of
the deaths; and about 3 million suffer
other diseases such as hypersensitivity,
calculi, urinary abnormalities, and other
ailments causing 26 percent of the
deaths.

In terms of indirect costs of mortal-
ity—lost future income—kidney disease
is the highest ranking killer, costing the
country $1.5 billion annually. Addition-
ally, more than $1 billion has to be spent
each year for hospital and nursing home
care, professional services, and druegs.
Swrprisingly, this amount exceeds the
annual medical services costs for mater-
nity care, or for all forms of cancer,

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent that the names of the Senator
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from Florida (Mr. CHiLEs) and the Sen-
ator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE) be added
as cosponsors of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, the
pending Hartke-Long-Burdick-Chiles-
Dole amendment is an important break-
through for patients suffering from
chronic kidney disease. It states quite
simply, that for purposes of the defini-
tion of disability under the Social Secu-
rity Act, persons with chronic renal dis-
ease who are receiving dialysis or other
life-saving treatment will be considered
disabled.

The people who will benefit from this
amendment are people who are unable
to work at the previous occupation on a
full-time basis and who are unable to
bear the staggering cost of dialysis.

Approximately 55,000 Americans are
now suffering from chronic renal disease.
Twenty to 25,000 of these people are
prime candidates for dialysis or other
life-saving kidney treatment. Of these
people, less than one-third have any
insurance coverage of their own, and
most of these people have coverage for
no more than 2 years.

The cost of dialysis is $22 to $25,000
per year per patient in a hospital; $17 to
$20,000 in a hospital-related dialysis cen-
ter; and $19,000 in the first year of home
dialysis with a subseguent cost of about
$5,000 per year. There is substantial evi-
dence available, however, indicating

these costs will continue to go down each
yvear with new advances in the tech-
nology of artificial kidney care.

Perhaps more exciting is the remark-

able success that transplant surgeons
are having with kidney transplants. It
is estimated that over 2,000 transplant
procedures will be performed this year
in the United States. Of these, 85 per-
cent will be considered successful. It is
also important to point out that the 15
percent rejection rate means kidney
mortality and not human mortality.
These people are placed back on the
artificial kidney machine to await an-
other tissue-typing for another trans-
plant. At the present time, the average
costs of a transplant are $15,000. Again,
we can look at the substantial reduc-
tions in the cost of transplantation. For
example, Dr. Sam EKountz, a transplant
surgeon at the University of California
has reduced his costs to $8,000 per trans-
plant or no more than any major sur-
gical procedure.

Sixty percent of those on dialysis can
return to work but require retraining
and most of the remaining 40 percent
need no retraining whatsoever, These are
people who can be active and productive,
but only if they have the lifesaving treat-
ment they need so badly.

I might point out, also, that this
amendment eliminates an inequity in
the current law, because the present
provisions says that if a kidney patient
goes on the dialysis machine, he is no
longer considered disabled. In other
words, if he is disabled, he can receive
the Medicare payments and the disabil-
ity payments; but if he goes on the dial-
vsis machine, he no longer can draw
the payments. So he has to make the
choice: He can receive treatment and
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lose his disability payments or he can
get off the machine and die, and that
is a rather fatal distinction.

Final cost estimates for this wvital
amendment are now being worked out.
Preliminary estimates indicate an an-
nual cost of approximately $250 million
at the end of 4 years with the first full-
year cost at about $75 million,

It is possible that these costs could be
covered by the slight actuarial surplus
in the hospital insurance trust fund and
the slight reduction in costs now esti-
mated for the regular medicare program
for the disabled. However, if it is finally
determined—and I think it can be, be-
fore these considerations of H.R. 1 are
concluded—that a medicare tax increase
of a small amount is necessary, it would
be quite normal.

When the actuaries complete their
work, and if they indicate the need for
an increase in the medicare tax, I would
be more than glad to propose a further
amendment to that effect in the interest
of responsible legislating.

The need for this amendment is ur-
gent. We will do what is required to pay
these costs.

That is what the pending amendment
provides—a chance for thousands of
Americans to remain alive and be pro-
ductive. The $90 to $110 million that this
amendment will cost each year is a minor
cost to maintain life. And it is a minor
cost when compared to the rewards
which society will reap from people who
can return to the workforce rather than
wither and die.

I think this is one instance in which
medical technology has given its bless-
ing to a wonderful Nation, and what we
need now is to implement this blessing,
to make sure that the amendment is
adopted,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp an
article entitled “Fact and Fiction About
the Artificial Kidney Machine,” which
I think will be informative not only to
this body but also to those individuals
who are now or potentially may be af-
fected with kidney disease; a statement
by the National Kidney Foundation,
which points out that the Nation’s fourth
biggest killer—that is, kidney disease—
is at the bottom of the list of those which
receive funds at the present time from
private sources; and an article published
in the New York Times, written by Law-
rence K. Altman, from Seattle.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Factr anp FICTIO0N ABOUT THE ARTIFICIAL

EmnNEY MACHINE
FICTION
Artificial FKidney machines are scarce and
hard to get

Contrary to popular belief, there is no
shortage of artificial kidney machines, There
is sufficient msuufﬁct-uring c&zpa{:lty to pro-
duce any number which can be put to use.
Artificial Kidney machines are very expensive

Artificial kidney machines cost no more
than the average new or used car. The price
range for different makes of commercially
produced artificial kidney machines is from

$1,800 to about $6,000. One of the “models”
in common use costs less than $1,800.
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FACT
Artificial kidney machines can now be rented

Artificial kidney machines now are avail-
able for rental at a reasonable monthly
charge.

FICTION

There is an artificlal kidney machine being
developed which is as small as a can of
soup or a small radio

Despite the newspaper stories which appear
from time to time about a “minikidney” or
a portable kidney, no can-of-soup size or
portable artificial kidney has been developed.
People sometimes refer to a part of the ma-
chine as “the artificlal kidney”, but complete
artificial kidney machines are about the size
of a home automatic washing machine.

The artificial kidney functions precisely like
a regular kidney

Despite the fact that the artificial kidney
is a medical miracle, it still is only a gross
substitute for the normal human kidney,
taking over only the kidneys' excretory
function. The ncrmal kidney not only
cleanses the blood and produces urine, but
serves as a primary regulator of blood pres-
sure, produces a varlety of important hor-
mones, and even returns some chemicals and
other substances to the blood stream.

FACT

The artificial kidney machine cleanses the
patient’'s blood

Using a surgically constructed connection
of a vein and artery under the skin of the
arm or leg or a teflon “U" shaped “shunt”
connecting a vein and artery and coming
out through the skin, the patient’s blood
stream 1s continuously channeled through
the machine on one side of a special mem-
brane. A dialyzing fluid on the other side
of the membrane removes toxins by a process
in which certain molecules pass through
membranes in a predictable way.

FICTION

The artificial kidney machine is used only
on patients whose kidneys have shut down
permanently

Although this is the most publicized use of
this miraculous machine, it Is also used
following surgery to assist the patient’s own
kidneys; in poison and overdose cases to
hasten the excretion of a damaging toxic
substance; in severe burn cases and in many
other medical emergencies. The machine is
used during such emergencies for one or
several treatments. Patients who have such
temporary renal shut-down usually regain
normal kidney function when the causative
problem is resolved. In the meantime, how-
ever, they need the artificial kidney to pull
them through the renal shut-down crisis.

FACT

Patients on the artificial kidney machine are
treated three times each week

Mozt patients on chronic dialysis treat-
ment are treated three times each week and
from four to twelve hours each time, depend-
ing upon the type of artificial kidney used.
Some patients can be sustained on treat-
ments once or twice a week, but most patients
do better when treated at least three times a
week.

Patients can sleep, read, watch television
during treatment on the artificial kidney
machine

The patient is usually in a relaxing chair
or in bed during treatment. Many use this
time to catch up on sleep. Some read or
conduct other activities of a sedentary
nature.

Treatments on the artificial kidney machine
are complicated and sometimes uncoms-
fortable
Treatment by means of this artificial organ

is not simple. It involves sending the
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patient's entire blood supply through a ma-
chine over and over again for a number of
hours, while maintaining proper blood pres-
sure, blood temperature, and chemical
balance. At times patients have uncomfort-
able side effects during treatment. The alter-
native, however, is death. A relaxed attitude
on the part of the patient often means more
comfortable and more effective treatment,
FICTION

Artificial kidney machines are delicate mech-
anisms which can get out or order easily
Artificial kidney machines in general use

today are more rugged than an automobile

and can take a lot of punishment. Some arti-
ficlal kidney machines have been In use for
more than 15 years. They require no more
servicing than the usual home television set.

Most manufacturers provide service for the

artificial kidney machines they sell although

some are better equipped and staffed for this
purpose.
FACT
Palients can be treated by the artificial kid-
ney machine in their own homes

About half of the patients on the artificial
kidney are being treated in their own homes
by their own relatives, following suitable
training in & medically supervised dialysis
center.

Less than 10 to 15% of the patients whose
lives could be saved by the artificial kidney
are recefving this treatment
A cumulative total of 40,000 to 60,000 pa-

tients are suitable candidates to be kept

alive on the artificial kidney. Fewer than

7.000 are being given this treatment. “The

rest are simply left to die,” in the words of

the late Congressman John Fogarty.
FICTION

With kidney transplants becoming more suc-
cessful, there soon will be no need jor arti-
ficial kidney machines
The growlng success of kidney transplanta-

tion will increase the need for artificial kid-
ney machines; to get the patients into good
enough condition to withstand the surgery;
to keep them alive while walting for a donor
kidney; to maintain life if the transplanted
kidney should fail or be “rejected” after
transplantation.

Artificial kidney wpatients are invalids, in-
capable of living a normal life

Although many patients go through peri-
ods when they are not well, especlally during
the early phase of their treatment, most can
conduct generally normal lives once their
condition becomes stabilized. They can get
about, go to work, drive, travel, raise families,
do housework, and pursue their usual activi-
tles.

FACT

There i3 a shortage of doctors and trained

dialysis staff to treat patients with the

artificial kidney machine

Physicians who are willing to devote their
time exclusively to the treatment of patients
who need the artificial kidney machine are
still in short supply. The same applies to
trained dialysis supporting staff, Hospitals are
reluctant to commit preclous space to this
long-term patient treatment modallty. Home
dialysis and ambulatory dialysis centers out-
side of hospitals are relieving the pressure,
and other novel solutions are being devel-
oped. Organizations such as the Kidney
Foundation are active in helping to devise
innovative solutions to the dialysis manpower
problem.

FICTION

Treatment on the artificial kidney machine

is more expensive than other medical

treatment

Treatment on the artificlal kidney machine
varles in cost from §3,000 a year to $10,000 or
$12,000, but can cost as much as $30,000 de-
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pending, In addition to other factors, upon
whether the treatments are given at home,
in a hospital or in an ambulatory dialysis
center. At the lower end of the cost scale, this
life-saving treatment 1s less expensive than
psychiatric treatment, for example, or the
cost of some surgical procedures. Financial
help is available to many through medical
insurance, state rehabilltation agencies, mili-
tary dependents’ insurance, VA, and other
private or public sources.

FACT

The artificial kidney machine is now a recog-
nized treatment method among doctors

Although there was coniroversy over this
unusual treatment some years ago, it 1s now
an accepted means of treating patients in
chronic renal failure and in many acute
situations where the kidneys need temporary
help.

FICTION
Anyone can buy an artificial kidney machine

Artificial kidney machines require medical
training and supervision. Only a doctor
trained in dialysis is qualified to select the
particular make of machine to match a pa-
tient’s or an Institution's needs and for this
reason no equipment should be purchased for
8 patient or an institution without consult-
ing a physician who is tralned to evaluate the
equipment needed. Responsible manufac-
turers consider these machines a “prescrip-
tion item,” and they are provided to patients
only on doctors’ orders.

FACT
Since many artificial kidney patients are
being treated at home by their own rela-
tives, life-threatening mistakes are possi-
ble

As with driving an automobile, operator
errors are possible both during home dialy-
sis and when treatment is performed in a
hospital. Some of these errors can be serious,
even fatal. However, most of the artificial
kidney machines used in home dialysis are
protected against most operator errors
through & number of fall-safe automatic
shutdown devices and light-buzzer alarms.
These safeguards along with careful train-
ing, should prevent operator error.

FICTION
The highly publicized community patient
selection commiitee is the best way to pick
the patients who should be treated by the
artificial kidney machines

Optimally, treatment facilitles should be
adequate so that this life-saving procedure
can be available to everyone who could bene-
fit. GTnder such circumstances there would
be no need for a community committee to
“play God"” by deciding who shall live and
who shall die. SBelection would become a
purely medical decision as it should be. Few
Patlent Selection Comumittees are still in use.
Most artificial kidney patienis are being se-
lected these days on the basls of medical
criteria.

Patients on the artificial kidney machine live
only & short time

Clyde Shlelds, the first chronic dlalysis pa-
tient in this country, lived for more than 13
years after he began treatment, and died
recently of a heart attack, apparently un-
related to his artificial kidney treatment. As
treatment methods improve, a greater and
greater number of artificial kidney patients
are living for a long time. Many hemodialysis
patients living today have been under treat-
ment for years. However, as with any serious
ailment, some of these patients do succumb,
especially during the initial stages of treat-
ment and before the end of the first year.

FACT
Patients can be given artificial kidney treat-
ment outside of hospitals

Less than half of the chronic dialysis pa-
tients are being treated in hospitals. The
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rest are being treated at home, with a fam-
ily member trained to help, and in dialysis
centers, most of which are associated with
hospitals but are not located in the hospital.
There are even mobile dialysis vans in sev-
eral areas, bringing the treatment to the pa-
tient, but this is still somewhat experimental.

The artificial kidney machine does not cure
kidney failure

The artificlal kidney is not a cure for
kidney failure. It substitutes for kidney
function but has no curative value. Once a
patient’s kidneys have ceased to function
permanently, they will not resume their
function no matter how many artificial kid-
ney treatments are given. (Remember that
some patlents’ kidneys have stopped func-
tioning only temporarily, and these patients
may be given a few artificial kidney treat-
ments to tide them over until their own
kidneys start to function again.) Therefore,
chronlc artificial kidney patlents must be
given dialysis treatment for the rest of
thelr lives, unless the patient receives a kid-
ney transplant from a living or deceased hu-
man donor. However, only certain patients
are sultable for such transplants, and donor
kidneys are exceedingly rare. (For further
information about kidney transplants, ask
for “Fact and Fiction About Kidney Trans-
plant.”)

THE Narion's FourrH BiocesT KILLen Is
AT THE BorToM oF THis LisT

Amount raised (in millions)

. American Cancer Soclety
American Heart Assoclation
. Nat’l. TB & Respiratory Disease
Assn
March of Dimes
. National Easter Seal Society
Nat'l. Assn, for Retarded Children.
Planned Parenthood Federation of
America
United Cerebral Palsy Assn., Inc...
. National Assn. for Mental Health.__
Muscular Dystrophy Assns. of
America
11. The Arthritis Foundation
12, Nat’'l. Multiple Sclerosis Soclety__.
13. American Foundation for the
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14. National Cystic Fibrosis Research
Foundation -

15. Epilepsy Foundation of America.__

16. Natlonal League for Nursing.

17. National Council on Alcoholism...

18, Leukemia Society of America.....

19. National Kidney Foundation______

Everyone knows something about cancer
and heart disease.

But few realize that 8 million people in
this country have kidney disease. That it
kills more people each year than automobile
accidents. That we even have some of the
answers, but that thousands will die just be-
cause we don’t have enough money to use
them.

And because so few people realize how
serious kidney disease is, we're only number
19 on the list of contributions.
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[From the New York Times, Oct. 24, 1971]
ArtrFicial. KroNEY UseE PosEs AWESOME
QUESTIONS
(By Lawrence K. Altman)

SeaTTLE, October 23.—Ernie Crowfeather,
a bright, charming, part American Indian
with a history of personal instability and
brushes with the law, died recently at the
age of 29 after refusing further life-support-
ing therapy.

By what was regarded as a suiclde, Ernie
averted the frightening possibility that his
doctors would have had to purposely turn off
for lack of funds and because of his frre-
sponsibility, the artificial kidney that for two
years had kept him alive on public money
totaling $100,000.

His case was extreme, but he shared some
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of the problems of a growing number of
Americans who are living on artificial kid-
neys and machines such as heart pace-
makers and respirators. Others survive be-
cause technology has provided expensive
long-term treatments such as those that
prevent hemophiliacs from bleeding to
death.

Yet because American society is now being
forced to set priorities on its expenditures,
the limited funds allocated for the saving ol
human lives have put many such decisions
on a competitive basis. Expenditure of pub-
lic funds to treat one adult on the artificial
kidney must be balanced, for example,
against their use to treat or prevent other
diseases in several children. In the process,
health experts say that many Kkidney pa-
tients are dying because they have no money
to pay for expensive life-sustaining care.

For a host of reasons, the Seattle physi-
cians who did the early work on artificial
kidney treatment said that Ernie Crowfea-
ther's case dramatically illustrated all the
* @ * gelans encountered when they pre-
scribed expensive modern medical tech-
nigues to prolong life.

During his two years on the artificial kid-
ney, Ernie’s case raised virtually every awe-
some guestion that could come up in the
application of such costly sophisticated med-
ical care for a person with a devastating ill-
ness—questions, basically, of who can be
saved and who must die.

SOME OF THE QUESTIONS

Some of the guestions doctors said, could
arise in similar, less unusual instances. Yet
many of the questions are not new. More
than a decade after regular artificial kidney
treatments were first begun here, an endless
serles of seemingly unanswerable questions
st111 hound doctors and society.

With many more Americans dying every
day from kidney disease than there are
positions available for them in artificial kid-
ney or transplant programs, how does one
select those patients whose lives are to be
spared? On what basis should doctors and
society decide who gets the expensive treat-
ments?

Precisely which members of society have
the power and responsibility to decide who
shall live and who shall die? What is the legal
status of such decisions?

Once the decision is made, how can those
kidney ravaged patients who are denied arti-
ficial kidney treatments or Kkidney trans-
plants accept death gracefully?

Even  for those selected as good candi-
dates—medically and as responsible members
of society—who pays?

Once therapy has begun, how can medical
authorities reverse a decision to use a life-
extending raachine without fearing a poten-
tial charge of murder if the patient refuses
to fully cooperate in his own treatment and
if such refusal causes medical complications
that raise costs to astronomical levels?

If therapy must be stopped because a pa-
tient's funds have been depleted, who must
face the horrendous task of turning the
machine off? What legal consequences might
result for that individual or group of people?

Should soclety continue to support expen-
sive life sustaining devices for patients who
are convicted of criminal acts? If not whose
responsibility is it to make the decision to
stop treatment?

PROBLEMS DEVELOPED

As Ernie's case unfolded, each of these
questions led to a dilemma.

Ernie Crowfeather, half-Sioux, half-Cau-
casian, was sald to be a charmer, affable, a
great lover and a thief whose criminal record
had begun long before his kidneys failed.
None of his friends, relatives and physicians
interviewed since his death said they knew
why Ernie robbed, passed bad checks and
experimented with drugs like LSD.

One of his psychiatrists described Ernie
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as a typical sociopath, so inadeguately pre-
pared to handle the world on his own that
he arranged to be admitted to prisons and
reformatories as places of shelter and pro-
tection.

In 1669, because Ernie had developed acute
kidney failure, he entered the University of
Washington Hospital, the teaching institu-
tion of the state-supported medical school
for artificial kidney treatment. The artificial
kidney cleansed his body of the toxic chem-
icals that are normally eliminated in the
urine.

KNEW LITTLE OF BACKGROUND

Between treatments, his doctors discon-
nected the artificial kidney from a tube in
his body so he could leave the hospital to
join his friends in the world that he said had
rejected him because of his Indian back-
ground—a heritage about which his family
said he knew little.

His doctors eventually discovered that he
had a mysterious, lncurable kidney disease,
the complications of which made it extremely
difficult to treat him with an artificial kid-
ney. With Ernie’s permission he was given a
kidney transplant—a kidney was removed
from a dead person and surgically placed in
his body—but within a year the body had re-
jected the transplanted organ, probably be-
cause he had not taken his medicines prop-
erly.

Once again, Ernie began thrice-weekly
treatments on the artificial kidney, this time
at home. But his personality could not cope
with the routine that is needed to live on the
artificial kidney, it was sald, and the ma-
chine that they placed in his home had to be
removed despite many demonstrations of its
proper use. Instead, Ernie was again treated
in a hospital, which is much more expensive
than home therapy.

HOME TREATMENT FAYORED

Many kidney experts favor home treatment
because the manpower and physical facili-
ties, not the machines, are what make arti-
ficial kidney therapy expensive. It costs up to
36,000 a year for thrice weekly treatments
in profit-making hospitals and kidney cen-
ters and $21,000 In the non-profit Northwest
Kidney Center here.

Researchers have had great success in re-
ducing the costs of-artificial kKidney therapy
by treating the patient in his home rather
than the hospital. Kidney experts here say
that after an investment of $10,000 to buy the
machine and train the patient, the cost av-
erages $3.500 a year to treat him at home
where the patient and his family provide the
manpower.

Nevertheless, experts like Dr. Belding H.
Scribner say that many patients with kid-
ney disease who could be saved are dying for
lack of treatment. Each year 7,000 Americans,
many in the prime of their lives, reach the
point where their kidney disease will kill
them without a transplant or the artificial
kidney. If all Americans who needed it got
such therapy, Dr. Scribner said the total
would eventually stabllize at 50,000 people.

FIFTEEN PERCENT GET THERAPY

Yet, Dr. Scribner said that just 6,700 Amer-
icans, 14 per cent of this total, are living to-
day on transplants or artificial kidneys.

“We're simply not coming close to meet-
ing the need,” Dr. Scribner said.

Accordingly, Dr. Scribner said that in-
ertia existed among physicians who know
chances are one in seven that their patient
can get such expensive therapy; the treat-
ment can wipe out the savings of any middle-
class American family.

“When chances are so slim, physicians
would rather not raise false hopes for the
patient and his family,” Dr. Scribner said,
and went on:

“Expensive treatments like this [artifi-
cial kidney] aren’t going to work if to be
eligible for state aid you have to sell your
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house and give up your job. The payment
issue has caused some of us to redefine the
term medical indigency.”

Dr. Scribner winced as he pointed out that
in some states patients have refused treat-
ment, thereby committing suicide, rather
than become paupers in order to qualify for
public financial assistance. He sald that
Washington and Maryland had redefined
medical indigency to avoid such a possibility.

COMMITTEE AFPFROACHED

Ernie Crowfeather, unemployed and with-
out insurance, appealed to the anonymous
committee at the Northwest Kidney Center
here that has the legal power to decide who
shall get the funds that keep Washington's
kidney disease patlents allve. Center officials
said that they assure lifetime support for
90 per cent of the applicants each year.

However, because of Ernie’s lack of coop-
eration his doctor said he had developed an
unending series of medieal complieations
that made artificial kidney treatments so
costly—about eight times that of the av-
erage patient. Accordingly, center officials
sald that his support would have deprived
too many others of a chance at the therapy.

“Ernie Crowfeather would be an unsuc-
cessful dialysis [artificial kidney] patlent
due to medical and emotional instability.
Medical, psychiatric and social worker opin-
ions reveal little hope for successful reform
and indicate a high probable inability to
manage home dialysis,” the committee said
in rejecting his application for a second time.

After the kidney center’'s rejection, people
who had never met Ernle previously, but who
had learned about his case from the hospital
staff, went outside the system and began an
emergency life-and-death appeal to the pub-
liec for funds.

SOCIAL WORKER COMMENTS

“I just couldn't understand how the doc-
tors were going to pull the plug on this
character and let him go, no matter who he
was," said Peter Schnurman, a social worker
for a philanthropic organization here. So he
and Mrs. Elizabeth Morris of the Indian Cen-
ter helped to start a drive to raise $20,000
beyond the #B80,000 already spent to keep
Ernie alive. Less than a year later, knowing
the $20,000 was gone and telling friends that
he had muiled his chance, Ernie disappeared
from the hospital for the last time.

While he stayed away, hospital physicians
and administrators held several meetings,
never able to make firm decisions about their
course of actlon in the event that he re-
turned.

Should they continue to treat Ernle on the
artificial kidney and at whose expense, they
asked each other. If not, which doctor would
stop these treatments and on what grounds?

The decisions never had to be made. Ernie
stayed away until he died two weeks later in
Ellensburg, a town about 100 miles from
Seattle where no artificial kidney exists.

Some doctors. said privately that if Ernie
had come back they would have stopped the
treatment, not only because he had been un-
cooperative but also because he had said his
life was miserable,

Hospital administrators said they would
not have permitted such a decision to have
been made without approval from the state’s
higher officials. Everyone said they feared a
court challenge because there apparently are
no legal precedents for doctors stopping life-
sustaining therapy in the case of a physical-
1y fit ambulatory patient.

1S PROTECTION POSSIBLE?

If physicians are forced to turn off the ma-
chine on an uncooperative active patient,
could state legislatures or courts protect the
doctors and hospital officials by backing up
their declsions, provided that they had been
thoroughly discussed with family members
beforehand?

Some physicians say the declsion is so com-
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plex that society, not just doctors, must de-
cide, Other doctors say they fear a charge
of murder if they stop therapy on a patient
like Ernie.

If society considers it suicide for a patient
like Ernie to die as he did by refusing life-
supporting therapy, then, by the same logic,
the doctors say, it must be murder for physi-
cians to deliberately turn off these machines.

As Dr. Scribner concluded:

“You can’t call it suicide on one hand and
not call it murder on the other—you can't
have it both ways. That's a new issue of fun-
damental importance that these magnificent
medical advances have raised and that society
must now face squarely.”

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas, who is a
cosponsor of the amendment.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I say to the
Senator from Indiana that I am pleased
to join in sponsoring this amendment.
It deals with a subject in which the Sen-
ator from Kansas has a rather personal
interest. He has a somewhat higher
awareness than perhaps some people of
the importance of kidney disease and
kidney injuries, because I have lived
quite well for the past 25 years with only
one. I understand quite clearly the im-
portance of having at least one in good
working order and have a rather close-
at-hand appreciation for the dangers
and burdens of kidney disease and in-
jury.

As the Senator from Indiana has
pointed out the occurrence of major kid-
ney disease or injury can inflict tre-
mendous medical and financial burdens
on individuals and their families. These
burdens are frequently reduced to basic
life and death questions.

The problems know no barriers of race,
geography, age, or sex. They are wide-
spread, and the experiences of many of
my Kansas constituents have clearly
demonstrated the need for concentrated
action to be taken to meet these needs.
And as the Senator has pointed out
quite clearly, there is a need.

I think that the one reservation that
could be raised to the amendment is in
approaching some of these catastrophic
illnesses on & piecemeal basis rather than
on a broad basis. But I firmly believe that
the Senator from Indiana’s amendment
is at least a step in the direction that
will bring about some much needed
progress.

I support the amendment and am
pleased to join the Senator as a co-
Sponsor.

Mr. HARTKE, Mr. President, I am
delighted to have the support of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kansas. I did
not know of the personal interest he had.
For any family who has had this prob-
lem, it is one which is very touching.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield.

Mr, JACKSON. Mr, President, I com-

mend the Senator from Indiana and the
Senator from Kansas for sponsoring this
amendment.
. We in the Northwest are very proud
that the first kidney machine was put
together at the University of Washing-
ton Medical School, under the leadership
of Dr. Belding Scribner.
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As the able Senator from Indiana has
pointed out, the current cost is roughly
$22,000 per year per patient. The cost
initially was more than $30,000 per year
per pafient. They are now lowering the
cost. There is now a home Kkidney
machine, the cost of which has been re-
duced to under $10,000 per year.

I think it is a great tragedy, in a na-
tion as affluent as ours, that we have to
consciously make a decision all over
America as to the people who will live
and the people who will die. We had
a committee in Seattle, when the first
series of kidney machines were put in
operation, who had to pass judgment on
who would live and who would die. I
believe we can do better than that. We
have patients who have been on the
machine for more than 10 years and are
leading normal lives,

So I would hope that we would make
an effort here, at least a beginning, to
approve the amendment, so that we can
do better than we have done heretofore.

Mr. HARTKE. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield.

Mr, MAGNUSON. I am familiar with
what my colleague has said. As a matter
of fact, at one time they wanted me to
be on the committee that would dip
into the fishbowl to pick out the names.
I said, “No, thank you''; I did not want it.

We do have in the HEW bill which is
now before the Senate a substantial in-
crease in funds, not only for transplant
but also for kidney machines. If a trans-
plant does not work—they have been
fairly successful—there is no place for
the fellow to go after that but on a
machine. That adds to the problem, be-
cause more and more transplants are
being undertaken. The percentage is get-
ting better and better.

So the Senator's amendment would
complement what we are doing in the
HEW bill to increase the availability.

My colleague from Washington men-
tioned that from the beginning, when Dr,
Scribner put together the first machine,
it cost a great deal of money, but we are
reducing the cost. The testimony was that
they are hopeful of getting the cost of
home treatments down t~ $5,000 or
$6,000 a year. The problem has
been—and the Senator’s amendment
will be helpful—mot so much in
getting the cost of the machines down,
which they are doing by engineering and
medical research, but in getting trained
people to know how to use the machines
on those who need them. A person can-
not do it by himself.

So in the HEW bill we are encouraging,
in the rehabilitation services and in
training, the teaching of not only medical
auxiliaries that will know how to do it but
even a brighter spot on the horizon in
this terrible matter before us—say a man
needs a kidney treatment, his wife can
now go to one of the places in the hospi-
tal, like a nursing place, and find out how
to do it, or vice versa. That is being done.

I compliment the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JACK-
son) . The time of the Senator from In-
diana has expired.
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The Senator from Louisiana has 15
minutes.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to extend the col-
loguy for another 5 minutes.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, does that
mean 5 minutes to each side?

Mr. HARTKE. To each side, yes.

All I want is fo permit other Sena-
tors to make a statement. I have none.

Mr. BENNETT. I will be happy to yield
5 minutes of my time, if that will be
satisfactory.

Mr. HARTEKE. So far as I know, it will
be. I just do not wish to shut off any other
Senator from making a statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
states that the distinguished Senator
from Florida (Mr. CuiLes) wishes to
make a statement.

Mr. BENNETT. I have control of the
time in opposition, and I yield 5 min-
utes to the Senator from Indiana (My.
HArRTEE) so that he may discuss this
matter with the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Indiana yield to the Sen-
ator from Florida?

Mr. HARTEKE. I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Indiana and the Sen-
ator from Utah for yielding me this
time. I associate myself with the re-
marks made by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Indiana, the Senator from
Kansas, and the two Senators from
Washington. I am delighted to be a
cosponsor of the amendment.

I happen to be honorary chairman
of the Florida Kidney Foundation, Inc.,
in the State of Florida for this year. In
that connection, I have some knowledge
of what the Senator is working on. Cer-
tainly this is going to be a far-reaching
amendment. As the Senator from Wash-
ington pointed out, in this country with
so much afluence, to think there are
people who will die this year merely be-
cause we do not have enough of these
machines and do not have enough dol-
lars, so that we do have to make the
choice of who will live and who will die,
when we already know we have a good
treatment that can succeed and keep
these people alive, while we are working
out other improvements in transplants,
finding cures, and everything else nec-
essary. This should not happen in this
country. But we have come a long way.

I want to ask the Senator, as I lis-
tened to his explanation and his point
about disability, how would that affect
a child? How would that affect someone
under the age of 21?

Mr. HARTKE, The amendment would
provide for extension of this kind of
treatment not only for the wife but also
for the children. It provides for com-
plete coverage in line with the approach
of the distinguished chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, Mr. Long, regarding
catastrophic illnesses.

Mr, CHILES. This amendment, then,
would consider a child as being disabled
and eligible for treatment regardless of
the fact that the father was working,
because of the tremendous expense in-
volved.

Mr. HARTKE. That is exactly right,
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and this explains the necessity for this
amendment being drawn in this fash-
jon, rather than in some other fashion.

Mr. CHILES. I am delighted to hear
that the Senator’s amendment provides
complete coverage.

Mr. HARTEE. I want to thank the
Senator and make it clear that at this
time there is no difficult problem as to
the availability of the machines, nor as
to the availability of sufficient treatment
as indicated by the Senator from Wash-
ington. There is one machine that is 13
years old, and still alive is one person of
that original group who went on that
first machine. So, for those who want to
know how long it will prolong life, all I
can say is that we do not yet know its
full potential.

In this field, the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. Lonc) has been a
long-time advocate dealing with the
problems of catastrophic illnesses. This is
one area for an effective means and an
effective method. It certainly is not a
cure-all, nor is it a solution for all of
catastrophic illnesses, or the cases on
which he has devoted so much of his
time, but it is one on which we can have
some unanimity of understanding as to
the approach to a solution which will be
good for everyone.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

I am under no illusions. When yester-
day the Senate voted $2.5 billion for eye-
glasses, hearing aids, and foot massages,
there is no question about the fact that
the Senate is about to vote another $100
million to $250 million for kidney dialysis
and transplantation.

At risk of branding myself as one who
is opposed to this program and, there-
fore, one who wants to see people die—
which obviously I do not—there are one
or two observations that must be made
before the inevitable vote on this amend-
ment is taken.

Yesterday and today the Senate added
more than $5 billion to the cost of social
security. This amount is small, estimated
variously as between $100 million and
$250 million, What is going on reminds
me of a television ad I see every once in
a while, of a very happy housewife who
takes you to her cupboard and opens it
up and says, “Christmas in September;
isn't it a wonderful idea? I can sit at
home and have all these good things
brought to me. I do not have to go out
and fight the shoppers in December."

Well, Mr. President, obviously, we are
involved here in a new “Christmas in
September” program. We may well be on
the way to loading down the bill to the
point where, A, it will die of its own
weight in the Senate or, B, it will die of
its own weight in the process of trying
to get a conference.

If we are going to use this as a vehicle
to bring out every worthy beneficial pro-
gram and pile it onto this bill, I am not
sure that the bill will be able to carry it.
The point has already been made and I
am sure will be made again, that the
whole issue of a national program for
health insurance lies ahead of us. The
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House has indicated that
this will be one of his major programs for
next year. The President had a program
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which will undoubtedly be resurrected
next year. Other Members of the Senate
have programs.

This amendment represents a move to
pick out one particular phase of health
care and bring it in ahead of the others
and write it into law. There are a lot of
other diseases that people are subject to
which are as serious as the kidney prob-
lem. We cannot add them to this par-
ticular bill without weighing it down to
the point where it cannot carry it.

I think that a more reasonable way to
handle this amendment would have been
to delay action until it can become a part
of a broader health insurance bill,

I recognize that the chairman of the
committee has been anxious to cover this
whole field of catastrophic illness, but
realizing the weight that such coverage
would put on the bill he has refrained
from offering that amendment to this
particular bill, being willing to let it be
carried over until we got onto the whole
health care issue the next time Con-
gress meets.

As T have said, I have no illusions as
to what the Senate will do with this
amendment. But, I shall vote against it,
first, because I believe this is not the
proper vehicle to which it should be at-
tached and, second, because I want to
make a slight protest against adding this
additional straw to the financial burden
that will break the back of the social
security system.

As I say, I know what will happen to it.

Mr. President, T am prepared to yield
back—I will be happy to yield some time
now to the chairman.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the amend-
ment which I am sponsoring along with
Senator HArTKE would cover under medi-
care those persons who suffer from
chronic renal disease and who need kid-
ney dialysis or transplantation. As Sen-
ators know, H.R. 1 already contains a
provision which covers the disabled un-
der medicare. This amendment is drafted
as an addition to that section. Although
I am sure that most Senators would
consider those who need kidney dialysis
to be disabled, many of them are able to
get back to work so that they cannot
meet the specific social security disabil-
ity requirements. This amendment would
deem them disabled for medicare pur-
poses only regardless of their work status.
Additionally the amendment would cover
all people fully or currently insured un-
der social security and their spouses and
dependents rather than only covering in-
sured workers.

The medicare coverage would become
available to those with chronic kidney
disease 6 months after the onset of their
condition. This guarantees that the dis-
ease is chronic and also assures an ap-
propriate mesh with private insurance
coverage.

Mr. President, the next Congress will
tackle health insurance issues, and I
am sure during that debate we will deal
with health insurance problems in gen-
eral, and I hope that specifically we will
deal with the problem of insuring against
catastrophic illness.

I am cosponsoring this proposal at this
time because these very unfortunate cit-
izens with chronic renal failure cannot
wait for Congress to debate these
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broader issues. They need help—it is
critical—and that help must come now
as many of them, without assistance,
simply will not be alive for another 2
years.

Mr. President, I still hope that the
Congress will be able to pass at some
point a complete catastrophic health in-
surance proposal, but I think that this
particular problem must be dealt with
Nnow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr. LONG. I yield back my time,

Mr. BENNETT. May I withhold my
time, because I did withhold it for the
chairman. We have equally serious prob-
lems which we have not begun to attack,
which are not so striking as the kidney
problem. There is the problem of the
hemophiliacs, who must constantly re-
ceive blood transfusions if they are to
remain alive. Nobody is worried about
them in this bill.

This demonstrates that we are pick-
ing out one particular sector of the
whole health care problem, and because
it is dramatic, we are trying to push it
ahead of everything else. We can only
handle so much. We can only finance so
much.

I hope—but I have no illusions, as to
whether or not the Senate will reject
this amendment—the Senate rejects the
amendment.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the Hartke-Long
amendment. On this question the yeas
and nays have been ordered and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
AnpErson), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON), the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. EastLanp), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mrs. Epwarps), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. GAMBRELL),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. Har-
r1s), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
Hart), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumpHREY), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovern), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE),
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MeT-
CcALF), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MonNDpALE) , the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MonTOYA), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. Muskie), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. Perr), the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. RanvorprH), the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr, RIBICOFF),
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK=-
mMAN), the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
SronG), and the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. WiLrLiams) are necessarily ab-
sent.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. Jorpan) and the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE)
are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumpHREY), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McInTYrE), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MonpALE) , the Sen-




September 30, 1972

ator from Rhode Island (Mr, PeLL), the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Ran-
poLpH), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GamsreLL), and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr, Risicorr) would each vote
nyea"u

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sena-
tors from Colorado (Mr. ArrorT and Mr.
Dominick), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. BAKER), the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. Boges), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. Brooke), the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. Cook), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. Corron), the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CuURrTIS),
the Senator from Arizona (Mr, GoLp-
WATER) , the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GRrIFFIN), the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GuURNEY), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. Hansen), the Senator from New
York (Mr. Javits), the Senator from
Towa (Mr. MirrLEr), the Senator from
Illineois (Mr. PeErcy), the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. Rotr), the Senators from
Ohio (Mr. Saxpe and Mr. Tart), the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD),
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TowEr),
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the Sena-
tor from Kentucky (Mr. Cook), the Sen-
ator from Nebraska (Mr. Curtis), the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. MiILLER), and
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. PErcY)
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 3, as follows:

[No. 490 Leg.]

YEAS—52

Dole
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Hartke
Hatfield
Hollings
Hruska
Hughes

Alken
Allen

Moss
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Proxmire
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tunney
Young

Bellmon

Bentsen

Bible

Brock

Burdick

Byrd, Inouye

Harry F., Jr. Jackson

Byrd, Robert C. Jordan, Idaho
Eennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
MeClellan

NAYS—3
Buckley Ervin
NOT VOTING—45

Griffin Mundt
Gurney Muskie
Hansen Pell
Harris Percy
Hart Randolph
Humphrey Ribicofl
Javits Roth
Jordan, N.C. Saxbe
Dominick McGee Sparkman
Eagleton McGovern Spong
Eastland McIntyre Stafford
Edwards Metcalf Taft
Gambrell Miller Tower
Goldwater Mondale Welcker
Gravel Montoya Williams

So the Hartke-Long amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr, President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-

ment was agreed to.
Mr. BURDICK. I move to lay that

motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Bennett

Allott
Anderson
Baker
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I believe it
would be helpful if the Senate would
vote on the committee amendment that
appears beginning on line 6, page 954
through line 18, page 963. Although this
amendment has already been agreed to
when the committee amendments were
adopted en bloc, it would be well in con-
ferring with the House on this matter
in difference that we be able to state the
Senate's position on this particular item.

I ask unanimous consent that not-
withstanding the fact that this amend-
ment has been agreed to en bloc along
with others, that this amendment be sub-
ject to a vote of the Senate, and that it
remain subject to amendment if it is
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the REcorb.

The amendment is as follows:

WORK BONUS FOR HEADS OF LOW-INCOME

FAMILIES
In General

Sec. 534. (a) The Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subtitle:

“Subtitle I—"WORK BONUS PROGRAM

“CHAPTER 97.—WoORK BoNUS PROGRAM

“Sec. 10001. Payment,

“Sec. 10002. Recovery of overpayments; pen-
alties.

10003. Cooperation of other Govern-
ment agencies.,

10004. Applications; regulations.

10005. Definition of eligible individual.

10006. Appropriation of funds for pay-
ments.

“Src. 10001. PAYMENT.

“(a) IN Generar.—Except as provided in
subsection (d), the Secretary or his delegate
shall pay to each eligible individual upon
application therefor made after the close of
6 calendar year, an annual payment for that
calendar year in an amount determined
under subsection (b).

“(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—

“(1) IN GENERAL—The amount of the pay-
ment to which an ellgible individual is en-
titled under this chapter for any calendar
year is an amount equal to 10 percent of not
more than $4,000 of the wages or compensa-
tion paid to him, or to him and his spouse,
if he is married (as determined under sec-
tion 143)—

“(A) with respect to which taxes were
deducted and withheld under section 3102
(relating to deduction of tax from wages un-
der the Federal Insurance Contributions
Act) or section 3202 (relating to deduction
of tax from compensation under the Rail-
road Retirement Act); or

“(B) by the Work Administration for serv-
ices performed by a participant in guaran-
teed employment and with respect to which
the Work Administration certifies to the
Secretary under section 2052(e) (4) of the
Soclal Security Act was pald for services
performed on behalf of an employer under a
contract entered into with the Work Ad-
iﬂntﬁtratlon under section 2052(e) of such

ct,

“(2) LivrrarioNn.—The amount of the pay-
ment fo which an eligible individual is en-
titled for any calendar year under paragraph
(1) shall be reduced by one-fourth of the
amount by which his income, or, if he is
married (as determined under section 143),
the total of his income and his spouse's in-
come for the calendar year exceeds $4,000.
For purposes of this paragraph, the term
‘income’ means all income from whatever
source derived, other than payments provided

“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec.
“Bec,
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by this chapter, determined without regard
to subtitle A (relating to income taxes).

‘“{¢) ADVANCE PAYMENTS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon application there-
for made after the close of any of the first
three quarters of any calendar year, the
Secretary or his delegate shall pay to an
eligible individual an advance payment on
account of the annual payment to which he
reasonably expects to be entitled under sub-
section (a) for that year. The amount of any
advance payment to which an eligible indi-
vidual s entitled at the close of any calendar
quarter shall be equal to—

“(A) the annual payment to which the
ellgible individual would be entitled with
respect to the wages and compensation de-
scribed in subsection (b) (1) received by him
on or before the close of the most recent
guarter for which application is made, tak-
ing into account the wages, compensation,
and other income received and reasonably
expected to be received during the calendar
year, reduced by

“{B) the amount of advance payments
made to him, or for which he made applica-
tion, for any prior quarters of the calendar
year.

*(2) MINIMUM ADVANCE PAYMENT.—NoO ad-
vance payment shall be made under this
subsection for any amount less than £30.

“(3) DETERMINATION OF STATUS—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the determination
of whether an eligible individual is married
shall be made as of the close of the ealendar
quarter or quarters for which an application
for payment has been filed by that individual.

“(4) ANNUAL STATEMENT.—Any individual
who receives an advance payment under this
subsection for any calendar year shall file,
after the close of that year, a statement with
the Secretary or his delegate setting forth
the amounts he has received as advance
payments under this subsection during that
year, the amount of income he and his
spouse, if any, bhave received during that
year, and such other informsation as the
Secretary or his delegate may require and in
such form and at such time as he may
require.

*(d) CrEDIT 1IN LIEU OF PAYMENT.—AD eli-
gible individual may elect for any taxable
year to take the amount of any payment to
which he is entitled under this chapter as
a credit against tax under section 42, The
election shall be filed at such time and in
such form as the Secretary or his delegate
may prescribe.

“SEC. 10002. RECOVERY OF OVERPAYMENTS:
PENALTIES.

“{a) RECOVERY OF OVERPAYMENTS.—If the
Secretary or his delegate determines that
any part of any amount paid to an individual
for any year under this chapter was in ex-
cess of the amount to which that individual
was entitled under this chapter for that year,
the Secretary or his delegate shall notify
that Individual of the excess payment and

“(1) withhold, from any amounts which
that individual is entitled to receive under
this chapter in any subsequent year, amounts
totaling not more than the amount of that
excess,

*{2) treat the amount of that excess as if
it were a deficlency under subchapter B of
chapter 63 of subtitle F and utilize the pro-
cedures available to him under that subtitle
to collect that amount;

“(3) enter into an agreement with that
individual for the repayment of that amount;
or

“(4) take such other action as may be
necessary to recover that amount,

“(b) PENALTIES—Each application form
and any other document required to be filed
under this chapter shall contain a written
declaration that it is made under penalty
of perjury. The provisions of chapter 75 (re-
lating to crimes, other offenses, and forfeit-
ures) shall apply to such forms and docu-
ments.
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"8e¢, 10003, COOPERATION OF OTHER GOVERN-
MENT AGENCIES,

“The Secretary or his delegate is author-
ized to obtain from any agency or depart-
ment of the United States Government or of
any State or political subdivision thereof
such information with respect to any in-
dividual applying for or receiving benefits
under this chapter, or any individual whose
income is taken into consideration in de-
termining benefits payable to an eligible
individual under this chapter, as may be
necessary for the proper administration of
this chapter. Each agency and department
of the United States Government is author-
ized and directed to furnish to the Secretary
or his delegate such information upon re-
quest,

“Sec. 10004. APPLICATIONS; REGULATIONS.

“(a) IN GENERAL—The Secretary or his
delegate shall develop simple and expedi-
ent application forms and procedures for
use by eligible individuals who wish to ob-
tain the benefits of this chapter, arrange
for distributing such forms and making them
easily available to eligible individuals, and
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this
chapter.

“(b) TME For FILING APPLICATIONS FOR
PaymeEnT—No annual payment may be made
to an eligible individual for a calendar year
unless the appllcation for that payment is
filed on or before the last day of the calen-
dar quarter following the close of that year.
No advance payment may be made to an eli-
gible individual for any calendar quarter or
quarters unless the application for that pay-
ment is filed on or before the last day of the
calendar quarter following the close of the
quarter or guarters for which application is
filed. For purposes of section 42, failure to
file an application for an annual payment
within the time prescribed by this subsection
shall not affect an eligible individual's en-
titlement to such payment.

“Sec. 10005, DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE INDIVID=-
UAL.

“For the purpose of this chapter, ‘eligible
individual’ means an individual—

“(1) who is physically present in the
United States;

*(2) whose wages are subject to tax under
chapter 21 or 22 (relating to the Federal
Insurance Coniributions Act and the Rall-
road Retirement Tax Act, respectively) or
who recelves compensation from the Work
Administration for services performed in
guaranteed employment on behalf of an
employer under a contract entered into with
the Work Administration under section 2052
(e} of the Soclal Security Act; and

“{8) who maintains a household which
includes a child of that individual with re-
spect to whom he Is entitled to a deduction
under section 151(e) (1) (B).

“Sec. 10006. APPROFRIATION oF FUNDS FOR
PAYMENTS.

“There is hereby appropriated, out of any
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, for each fiscal year such sums as may
be necessary to enable to the Secretary or
his delegate to make payments under this
chapter.”

Credit in Lieuw of Payment

(b) (1) Subpart A of part IV of subchap-
ter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (relating to credits agalnst tax)
is amended by redesignating section 42 as 43,
and by inserting after section 41 the follow-
ing new section.

“Sec. 42. Worrk Bonus.

“There shall be allowed to a taxpayer who
is an eligible individual (as defined in sec-
tion 10005) and whe makes an election un-
der section 10001 (d) for the taxable year, as
& credit against the tax imposed by this chap-
ter an amount equal to any amount to which
he is entitled under chapter 97 for that year
unless he has applied to receive that amount
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as a payment under that chapter. The Secre-
tary or his delegate shall prescribe such regu-
lations as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this section.”

{2) The table of sections for such subpart
is amended by striking out
“Sec. 42. Overpayments of tax.”
and inserting In lieu thereof
“Bec. 42, Work bonus.

“Sec. 43. Overpayments of tax.”

(3) BSection 6401(b) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (relating to excessive
credits) is amended by—

(A) inserting after “lubricating ofl)" the
following: *, 42 (relating to work bonus),”;
and

(B) striking “sections 31 and 39" and in-
serting “‘sections 31, 39, and 42",

(4) Section 6201(a) (4) of such Code (re-
lating to assessment authority) is amended
by—

(A) inserting “om e2" after “secTiOoN 39"
in the caption of such section; and

(B) striking “oil),” and inserting “oil) or
section 42 (relating to work bonus),”.

(5) Section 6211(b)(4) of such Code (re-
lating to rules for application of definition
of deficiency) is amended by striking “credit
under section 39" and inserting “credits un-
der sections 39 and 427, and by striking
“such credit” and inserting “such credits”.

(6) Section 6213(f) (3) of such Code (re-
lating to restrictions applicable to deficien-
cles; petition to Tax Court) is amended by
striking “section 39" and inserting “section
39 or 42".

(7) Bectlon 72(n)(3) of such Code (re-
lating to determination of taxable income)
is amended by striking “sections 81 and 39™
and inserting “sections 31, 39, and 42",
Exclusion of Work Bonus Payment From

Gross Income

(c) (1) Part III of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to items specifically excluded from
gross income) is amended by redesignating
section 124 as 125 and by inserting after
section 123 the following new section:

“Seo. 124. Work BoNUs PAYMENTS,

“Gross income does not include any
amount received as a payment under chap-
ter 97.”

(2) The table of sections for such part is
amended by striking out
“Sec. 124. Cross references to other Acts.”
and inserting in lieu thereof
“Sec. 124. Work bonus payments.

“Sec. 125. Cross references to other Acis.”
Effective Date

(d) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on January 1, 1973, and
shall apply with respect to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1972,

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this provi-
sion in the bill provides, what we on the
committee have termed a work bonus for
low-income workers. This would be of
major assistance to workers with a low
income.

Mr. President, the simplest way to ex-
plain it is to say that as far as the work-
ing man is concerned it means that those
who are making $4,000 or less, and have
children to support will, in effect, have
returned to them the money that repre-
sents the social security tax they have
paid, as well as most of the social security
tax paid on their behalf by the employer.

It would provide a payment based on
10 percent of the earnings of those work-
ers. The purpose here is to prevent the
social security tax from taking away
from the poor and low-income earners
the money they need for support of their
families.
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Mr. President, it would prevent the
taxing of people onto the welfare rolls.
As Senators know, the social security tax
has no exemptions, so even a person
making less than the minimum wage is
paying a social security tax. We did not
want to in any way prejudice the social
security funds, so, it was our view that
social security taxes should continue to
be collected and paid into the fund;
however, that there should be paid from
general funds an amount equal to 10
percent of the worker’s earnings up to
$4,000.

The social security tax under the bill
will go to 12 percent; 10 percent will in
effect be refunded to the worker. This is
proceeding on the theory that it is far
better to provide the working man some
tax relief than it is to provide him with
welfare payments.

It is far more dignified and the bene-
fits are enfirely work-related. Some of
these people might qualify for welfare;
others would not. We estimate that about
5 million family heads plus their families
would be benefited by this provision.

If a person with children to support
were making $4,000, this provision would
mean he would get a tax refund of $400
a year, or $100 every quarter. It phases
out on a 1 for 4 ratio up to the figure of
$5,600. If, for example, a person were
making $4.800 a year, he would have
an annual refund of $200. If a per-
son were making $4,400 a year, he would
have an annual refund of $300.

There appears on page 94 of the com-
mittee report a chart, which I ask unani-
mous consent to put in the REecorp at
this point, which indicates how a hus-
band and wife would benefit from this
provision.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

Annual income of husband and wife (assum-
ing it is all taxed under social security)

Work

bonus

$200

Mr. LONG. For example, if they were
earning $2,000, they would receive a work
bonus of $200. If they were earning $3,-
000, they would receive a work bonus of
$300. If they were earning $4,000, they
would receive a work bonus of $400. It
would phase out so that at $5,000 they
would receive a $150 work bonus, and at
$5,600 they would receive zero.

The entire purpose of this provision
is to help low-income working people.
This is a provision the committee felt
would help them by in effect lifting from
their backs the taxes they pay.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. ALLEN. Does that take into ac-
count the fact that the employer pays
half the social security tax, and if the
employee got the full amount of the so-
cial security tax back, would he not be
getting considerably more than had been
charged to him?

Mr. LONG. This provision proceeds on
the theory that even the employer’s por-
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tion of the tax was generated by the ef-
forts of the working man. The employer
would have to put up the social security
tax in any event.

In an effort to be as helpful as we can
to the working man, we recognize the
fact that his effort is generating not only
his part of the tax but also is making pos-
sible the employer’s contribution. The
employee needs that money now, so we
would pay it for him and his wife, keep-
ing in mind that this is one way we can
help the poor in a work-related way and
prevent them from having to go on
welfare.

Mr. ALLEN. As the Senator knows, it
is not only the employees who are groan-
ing against ever-increasing social secu-
rity taxes; it is also the employer, and
especially the small employer, the small
businessman, the employer who has only
a few employees. He might feel that he is
getting left out in this picture in that the
refund would go to the employee only.

Mr. LONG. Senator, this provision is
based on this theory that a tax cut would
be far better than putting that family
on welfare.

Mr. ALLEN. I am going to support the
Senator's amendment.

Mr. LONG. We are satisfied that we
can justify what amounts to a tax cut.
As far as the tax that the employer is
supposed to pay is concerned, in most
cases the employee is not paying any 6
percent social security tax; he is paying
12 percent. The reason for that is that,
in the last analysis, it is the employee
who is paying on behalf of the employer
and the employee, because the employee
absorbs that tax every time he buys
something. When his wife buys food at
the grocery store, when she buys clothes
for the family, everything she buys has a
social security tax cranked into it as a
part of the cost of doing business. So, in
the last analysis, it is more the consumer
than it is the employer who is burdened
with the social security tax, because it is
passed onto the ultimate consumer of the
product as a cost of doing business.

To find a dignified way to provide help
to a low-income working person, whereby
the more he works the more he gets, and
at the same time to phase it out in such
a way as not to decrease the incentive to
work, we on the committee came up with
this work bonus proposal. This way will
benefit many working poor, many of
whom are not on public welfare, and
many of whom we hope will not be. We
hope that this kind of tax relief would
do much to help low-income working
persons.

As I have said, it is estimated that this
provision would help 5 million heads of
families.

Mr. ALLEN. What about the self-
employed? How would they figure into
it?

Mr. LONG. This provision does not
cover the self-employed. The reason for
that is that coverage of the self-
employed involves problems. We strug-
gled with the gquestion of bringing the
self-employed into it, and the complica-
tions to which that led were more than
we could supply answers for at the time.
If this provision works—and the com-
mittee feels it will work—we hope we will
find a way to meet the technical diffi-

CXVIITI—2080—Part 26

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

culties in extending the provision to the
self-employed.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. CHILES. As I understand the pur-
pose of this provision, it is to allow some
help to be given to the working poor in
a way which would not be giving them
a welfare check. It would not be taking
away the worker’s pride. It would put him
in a position where he would not feel he
has to be a recipient of welfare. This
proposal would not be like the present
family assistance program, would it,
where we would take somebody not now
on welfare, who is employed, but give
him a monthly check and put him on the
welfare rolls? This would be a way of
supplementing his earnings and getting
around that; would it not?

Mr. LONG. That is the way we view it.
We conceived this proposal initially as, in
effect, relieving low-income working per-
sons from the social security tax, but
then when we thought in terms of the
extent to which we might be able to help
them, it seemed to us we could justify
completely this kind of help, not only be-
cause it amounted to a refund of a tax
which had been paid by the employee
himself, but because the tax had been
paid by the employer on the employee’s
behalf, on the theory that that, too, was
something that was generated by his
work efforts.

‘We felt we would be justified in having
him get a refund of more than 5 percent,
or 6 percent when the tax goes to 6 per-
cent; that we could justify giving 10 per-
cent to the working poor, which corre-
sponds largely to a refund to the work-
ingman on the tax generated by his work
efforts. It still would permit enough of
the tax of the employer and employee not
to be refunded that he would be able to
feel that some of his tax supported
money was flowing back to him from the
contribution made by him,

One can look at this as he wants to. He
can look at it as a work subsidy for those
making low wages. He can look at it as a
tax refund. We decided to call it a work
bonus, because, whatever one calls it, it
results from tax money collected as a re-
sult of the man’s working.

Mr. CHILES. The touchstone of our
tax system was that we were going to tax
those with the ability to pay. One of the
faults of the social security system is that
continually we really place the same
burden, or a greater burden, on those
least able to pay, because if we started
with a system in which one paid only 4
percent, and only on the first $3,600, it
was going on the person who was earn-
ing his pay by the strength of his arm
and the sweat of his brow, and yet there
were always some welfare features in the
bill which should have been taken care
of by general revenues, This is recogniz-
ing that we should base it on the ability
to pay, to help that man to help himself,
and not take his pride away from him,
not put him into the class where he has
got to feel like he is taking a dole.

I think the amendment is an excellent
amendment. As the chairman knows, 1
appeared before his committee with an
amendment something like this, and
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wanted to bring it up on this bill, in
which I was going to provide that until
he reaches the point where he is paying
Federal income tax, he will not pay any
social security tax; because why should
we charge him social security on the first
dollar he makes, and yet give him a re-
fund of his income tax up to the point
that he reaches $3,600, depending on how
many dependents he has or whatever it
is? Here we are going to charge a man on
the first dollar he earns and every dollar
after that, because he is in that bracket.

So I think the chairman has a good
amendment here, and I am delighted
with the amendment, because I think it
is better than the guaranteed wage, fam-
ily assistance, or whatever it is, where we
would take away a man's pride; because
one thing I found out when I campaigned
was that the first thing anyone told me,
if he was not on welfare, whether he was
white, red, black, or anything, was, “I
don't get one of those Government
checks.” He had his pride.

I am talking about a man working on
the road, digging a ditch, farming, a
shade-tree mechanic, or anything else;
the first thing he would tell me was, “I
don’t get that Government check; I ain’t
on that dole.”

To put such a man on Government as-
sistance has always shattered me. Yet
how could we help him? This tax credit,
giving him some basis of helping himself
without taking away his pride, I think, is
the best way to do it, and I am delighted
that the committee has proposed this
amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we not only
agreed with the Senator's amendment,
we went him one better. He wanted to
take the social security tax off the poor.
We have proposed to do that, not just as
to the part collected from him, but also
the part collected from the employer on
his behalf, almost all of it. We felt there
should be some small amount of tax col-
lected on his behalf to fow into the so-
cial security fund, but this 10 percent can
be justified; and, frankly, as the one who
proposed this matter in committee, the
argument the Senator from Florida made
and the experiences he had in talking to
people on the highways of Florida, which
he related to me, about their plight and
their desire not to be on welfare but to
work to support their families, played a
major part in the fact that this matter
is not before the Senate.

Just as a matter of simple fact, I have
been dismayed to see some of the studies
indicating that the poor in this Nation
are paying altogether more taxes than
they should. I suspect that some of those
studies are misleading, because they fail
to take into account what we refer to
as the transfer payments, that is, the
welfare payments and social security
payments being paid to the poor which
makes it possible for them to have rev-
enue with which to pay taxes. But in
any event, even when you take all that
into consideration, the poor are still pay-
ing too much in the way of taxes.

Insofar as we can do something about
it at the Federal level, we think that
this just about does the job. Maybe we
can find some way to help the States to
relieve their poor from some of the re-
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gressive taxes that exist in the State
governments which burden the poor.
That is a different problem, and that is
something we will have to struggle with
when we have a tax reform bill next year
or the year after. But insofar as the tax
system under social security involves a
tax that tends to tax away from the
working poor the money they need to
provide for their families, this would re-
lieve them of that burden.

Mr, CHILES, I certainly agree with
the chairman. As I said before, I think
sometimes when we use these terms we
almost use a misnomer in terms when
we talk about the working poor. Most
of the people out there that I found who
were working did not consider themselves
poor. If they were working they did not
consider themselves poor, and did not
even like to be referred to as poor. They
felt that they were paying a heavier bur-
den, and knew they were paying a
heavier burden, than the guy getting
an oil depletion allowance or a deferred
compensation allowance, or the guy who
had a charitable foundation helping him
out, or the person with all kinds of de-
ductions that way. They knew they were
paying more than their share, but they
did not consider themselves poor, be-
cause they were working; and I think
we need to do everything we can to main-
tain in them that feeling of pride.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, CaN-
~NoN). The Senator will state it.

Mr. HARTEKE, As I understand it, this
amendment was agreed to previously
when the committee amendments were
agreed to en bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. HARTEKE. Under the circum-
stances, however, in such a situation, is
it not true that the committee amend-
ments as agreed to en bloc were subject
to further amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. HARTKE. As I understand it, when
the chairman of the committee called
up this amendment, notwithstanding the
fact that it had previously been agreed
to, there was reserved the right to offer
further amendments to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. HARTKE. Yes. However, I would
like to make this further parliamentary
inquiry: If the amendment is adopted,
does that preclude further consideration
of any other amendment dealing with this
subject matter under HR. 1?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, it does
not.

Mr. HARTEKE. All T want to know is,
is it necessary, in order to preserve the
rights of a Senator at this time on this
subject matter, that an amendment
would have to be introduced to this
amendment, or an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute addressed to this
amendment, or are such rights preserved
during the further consideration of the
bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All rights
are preserved.
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Mr, HARTKE. In other words, let me
make it very clear again: Even though
this amendment is agreed to on a roll-
call vote, and even though there be a
motion to reconsider and a motion to
lay on the table the motion to reconsider
that matter, would it then be subject to
being reopened at a later date?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment would still be subject to fur-
ther amendment.

Mr, HARTKE. The reason I ask that,
and I direct my remarks to the chairman
of the committee at this moment, is that
this is an integral part of the commit-
tee's so-called workfare program. Am I
correct in that?

Mr. LONG. If you want to look at it
that way. It depends on the point of
view, As far as I am concerned, this
is something we ought to do whether
we have a guaranteed work opportunity
or whether we should have a family as-
sistance plan. I would think that in
either event we would want to provide
this advantage for working people who
are not on welfare, not seeking any wel-
fare help, and that even when they go
to work, it is far better to pay them
something as a work-related tax advan-
tage than it is to pay it as something else.

Mr. HARTKE. I want to make a few
observations, but I do want to ask some
questions about this amendment.

The first observation is that it is gen-
erally recognized on the floor of the
Senate, as has been stated repeatedly
by various Senators, that the rcocial
security tax is a regressive form of taxa-
tion, in that it places the burden on
those least able to pay, in placing a larger
percentage of taxation on those in the
lower income groups. It is certainly much
heavier for them than it is for the higher
income groups, and the fact is that when
you get into the astronomical figures
around $100,000 a year, the percentage
of tazation you pay for social security is
extremely low for those individuals.

We have adopted, I think, the gen-
eral view here that something should
be done of a major nature to repeal
outright the regressive nature of social
security taxation, and substitute for that
some type of fair method of taxation
of a progressive nature along the lines
of the graduated income tax.

That can be done in a number of ways.
One is that the whole social security
trust fund could be abolished and pay-
ments made out of general revenues.

I personally think that the trust fund
is nothing more than an abdication of
authority, and that they should be elimi-
nated in every field. I think the trust
fund concept is simply a statement that
Congress does not have the abllity to
make individual judgments each and
every time it is necessary for the future
of the country.

So we freeze in concepts and principles
which in some cases are outmoded as
much as 30 years. That probably is one of
the real difficulties with the whole wel-
fare system—the fact that we have a
combination welfare system and social
security system. The social security sys-
tem is tied to a regressive form of taxa-
tion, and the welfare system is operating
out of the general fund. Real reformation
of the welfare system has been prevented
by the fact that we have had the trust
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fund concept, which provides for some
type of insecure, illusory type of security
for people who are aged.

Another method of dealing with the
question of the trust fund would be to
provide for some type of general assump-
tion of the trust fund liabilities in the
form of a third and a third and a third—
that is, one-third coming from the em-
ployee, one-third coming from the em-
ployer, and one-third coming from the
general fund of the Government. This
concept, basically is followed by practi-
cally every industrialized nation in the
world except the United States; that is,
the social security systems throughout
the industrialized world and Westerm
civilization provide for at least a one-
third contribution by the Federal Gov-
ernment. I would favor a prosposal simi-
lar to that as a second choice to the com-
plete elimination of the trust fund con-
cept itself.

I have an amendment which provides
for a system of gradual assumption of
the responsibility of the trust fund on s
one-fifth escalating basis, but I do no%
want to go into that now.

The reason why I raise the question at
this time is that I think the pending
amendment, by the estimates we have,
costs $900 million. I ask the chairman of
the committee if that estimate is correct.

Mr. LONG. The report says $900 mil-
lion, and I will accept that figure,

Mr. HARTKE. In other words, that is
the estimate at the present time; and, of
course, that figure will escalate as the
years go by, unless something of a major
nature is done to change the poverty
levels of the United States.

I ask the Senator if that is not a cor-
rect assumption.

Mr. LONG. It is difficult to say. As in-
come levels rise, the cost of this proposal
should go down; but, then, more people
will be working, in a larger work force.
So it is difficult to say.

Mr. HARTEKE. I should like to address
my attention now to the Senator from
Florida. He said that, in campaigning,
he found people not on welfare who said,
“I don’t get one of those Government
checks.” Under this system, a person will
get one of the Government checks. As I
understand the amendment, they will
get it on a quarterly basis and come
back on the tax credit basis at the end
of it. I ask the chairman if that is true.

Mr. LONG. It can be either a tax
credit or——

Mr. HARTKE. No. I want to make it
clear, Let me ask the question again.

As I understand the system, in order
to qualify for this 10-percent work
bonus, the determination would be made
quarterly; and at the end of that quar-
ter, if it is determined that he is entitled
to a work bonus under the amounts des-
ignated in the bill, and as reported in
the bill, he would apply for it at that
time, and he would receive a quarterly
check. Then, if all the guarterly checks
did not total the amount to which he
would ultimately be entitled, he could
apply the balance of his requirements
and his deduction as a tax credit against
his ultimate tax liability.

Mr. LONG. This provision is written
as a tax credit. The workingman, at the
end of the year, can simply take this
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on his tax return as a tax credit that
is due him.

If he wants to do so, he can apply to
receive it quarterly; and in that event,
he receives it quarterly.

Mr. HARTEE. I am not debating at
this moment the desirability or unde-
sirability of it. All I am pointing out is
that Senator CuiLes has made the state-
ment that these people are opposed to
those individuals receiving the Govern-
ment checks.

When the employer files the return,
let us say, on April 15, for the first quar-
ter earnings, from January to March 31,
at that time the employee is entitled to
make an application for that Govern-
ment check and to receive it as guickly
as the bureaucratic machine can turn it
out. Is that not correct?

Mr. LONG. He is entitled to apply for
it on a guarterly basis and to receive it
every 3 months. If he fails to do so, he
will receive it as a tax credit, which he
claims on his tax return.

Mr. HARTKE. To go back to the tax
consequences: What has been intro-
duced into the situation is a completely
new form of taxation which is based on
an individual and his wife, with no con-
slderation for exemptions. I know that
in the argument made for tax reform,
some people would like to eliminate ex-
emptions entirely. I am not one who
subscribes to that.

Various methods of tax credits have
attempted to be applied. But the fact
remains that this introduces into the
tax system not only the regressive form
of taxation on social security and the
progressive form of taxation of exemp-
tions for children, but also a third
item—that is, a form of taxation which
is in between, which gives consideration
only to the husband and wife, with no
consideration for the size of the family
beyond that. Is that correct?

Mr. LONG. We are giving a taxpayer
a refund. We are returning to him his
tax money. It is a refund from the point
of view of the taxpayer. It does not make
any difference to us whether he has one
child or five children.

Mr. HARTEKE. The point is that, as
the report says on page 94, “The plan in-
corporates the feature of not varying
benefits by family size,” which, under the
progressive income tax law, is determina-
tive—

Mr. LONG. He gets the money back
whether he has one child or five children.
The social security tax is levied on that
man, and if he has five children he pays
the same amount of social security tax
as if he has one. The refund works on
the same basis.

Mr. HARTKE. It poinfs up clearly for
the Senate that what needs to be done
is not to approach this matter in this
halfhearted method, in my judgment—
and I respect the opinion of the chair-
man and the committee in this regard.

The Senator is saying that he recog-
nizes that the tax system of social se-
curity is regressive. He wants to do some-
thing to help the working poor, and he
comes back with an idea which is neither
fish nor fowl and does not deliver across
the board.

In my opinion, it would be fairer to
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that individual, when he is working, to
either eliminate entirely the regressive
form of social security taxation or other-
wise not assess that tax, in the first
place, if he is in that low-income group.

The amendment I have prepared would
meet the objections of the Senator from
Florida, who is concerned about Govern-
ment checks. It would eliminate any
bureaucratic operation of Government
checks, because the working poor person
would never have that social security tax
deducted from him, in the first place.
That is a much more preferable item.

However, as I understand the parlia-
mentary situation, such an amendment
would be in order at a later time during
the discussion of H.R. 1. I should like to
repeat at this time and make a parlia-
mentary inquiry. In the event this
amendment is adopted on a rolleall
vote—and I think it will be—then would
an amendment which would provide for
withholding of the tax assessment on the
working poor still be in order?

As I understand it, the majority leader
is anxious now to move on to another
matter, and I am willing to concede that.

I do point out, again, that what we
are dealing with here is a $900 million
amendment which does not cure the evils
which are admitted so far as the actual
philosophy of dealing with the work-
ing poor is concerned; which, in effect,
really does not provide the money for the
individual at the time he needs it—that
is, on a weekly basis—but forces him to
go on an annual basis or a quarterly ba-
sis. It adds more bureaucracy, the added
problem of making application, and
probably, in my opinion, would be highly
unworkable.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I think that
Senate action on this amendment and
any other on the committee’s program
to reform the family welfare system
should be deferred until the whole fam-
ily program is before the Senate, and all
three of the pending versions—the com-
mittee’'s, Senator Risicorr's, and the
House-passed bill—can be considered as
a whole.

I shall vote for this amendment, but
I do not consider this vote as an ex-
pression of the will of the Senate as to
the merits of any one plan over any
other.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that we are ready for the vote
on the pending amendment. I am all for
it.

I wish to announce to the Senate that
after this amendment is disposed of, the
distinguished Senator from Virginia (Mr.
Harry F. Byrp, Jr.) will offer an amend-~
ment and he would like to speak for about
5 minutes or so on it. In line with the
commitment made by the leadership with
the Senate yesterday, I should like to
have the privilege of calling up Calendar
No. 1186, H.R. 16593, an act making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr., Can-
NoN). The guestion is on agreeing to the
commitieee amendment.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
Anperson), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON), the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. Eastraxp), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mrs. Epwarps), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. GAMBRELL),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRavEL),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
Harris), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. Hart), the Senator from Minne-
softa (Mr. HumMpPHREY), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGovern), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc-
InTYRE), the Senator from Montana
(Mr. Mercarr), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. MonDALE), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. Mowntoya), and the
Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLyr), the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH),
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. R1s1-
corr), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SpargMan), the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. SponG), the Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. TunneY), and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) are neces-
sarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGee) and the Sena-
tor from North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN)
are absent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. RanpoLpH) is paired with
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr,
RIBICOFF).

If present and voting, the Senator
from West Virginia would vote “yea’ and
the Senator from Connecticut would vote
“na}’-"

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. PeLL), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. GamsererL), and the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Hum-
PHREY) would each vote “yea.”

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ators from Colorado (Mr. ALLoTT and Mr.
Dominick), the Senator from Tennes-
see (Mr. BAKER), the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. Boces), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the Sena-
tor from Kentucky (Mr. Coox), the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. CorTOoN),
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CurTIs),
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. Gorp-
WATER) , the Senator from Michigan (M,
GRrIFFIN), the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GurneY), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. Hansen), the Senator from New
York (Mr. Javirs), the Senator from
Jowa (Mr. Micier), the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. Percy), the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. RorH), the Senators from
Ohio (Mr. Saxse and Mr. Tarr), the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. Starrorp), the
Senator from Texas (Mr. Tower), and
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the Sena-
tor from Nebraska (Mr. Curtis), the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PErcY) would
each vote “yea.”
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The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays b, as follows:

[No. 491 Leg.]
YEAS—49

Cranston
Dole
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Hatfield
Hollings

McClellan
Moss
Nelson
Packwood

Pastore
Pearson
Proxmire
Schweiker

Hruska Scott
Hughes
Inouye
. Jackson
. Jordan, Idaho
Long

Smith
Stennis
Stevens
Symington
Talmadge
Magnuson Thurmond
Mansfield Young
Mathias

NAYS—b

Hartke
Kennedy

NOT VOTING—46

Gurney Pell
Hansen Percy
Harris Randolph
Hart Ribicoff
Humphrey Roth
Javits Saxbe
Jordan, N.C. Sparkman
McGee Spong
McGovern Stafford
McIntyre Taft
Meteall Tower
Miller Tunney
Mondale Weicker
Montoya Williams

Bellmon Stevenson

Cooper

Allott
Anderson

Goldwater
Gravel Mundt
Griffin Muskie

So the committee amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
voted against the Long amendment to
set up a program of work-bonuses for
low-income workers because I believe it
is markedly inferior to the provisions of
both H.R. 1 as passed by the House and
Senator Risicorr’s substitute as a means
of providing income assistance to the
working poor. Under the Finance Com-
mittee program, an employer working
full time and earning $4,000 would re-
ceive a bonus of $400 while an employee,
also working full time and earning only
$2,000 would receive a bonus of $200.
What kind of logic does it make to pro-
vide a worker with a bonus twice as large
as his fellow worker if he is already earn-
ing twice as much as that fellow worker.
It stands to reason that the worker with
the lower salary is in greater need. It
should be pointed out also that the bonus
does not vary with the size of the worker’s
family.

The provisions of welfare reform, as
proposed both by the President and Sen-
ator RisicorF, are preferable. Under wel-
fare reform, the working poor would re-
ceive assistance based both on family size
and income levels. As incomes rise and
needs therefore lessen payments would
be reduced, rather than increased.

I hope that the passage of this amend-
ment will not lessen the possibility of
achieving a rational welfare reform sys-
tem, but I fear that it may.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask upnan-
imous consent that the language of
the committee report on the work bonus
for low-income workers that appeared on
pages 425 and 426 of the committee re-
port, be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the language
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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Work BonNUs ForR Low-INCOME WORKERS

Low-income workers in regular employ-
ment who head families would be eligible
for a work bonus equal to 10 percent of
their wages taxed under the social security
(or railroad retirement) program, if the total
income of the husband and wife is $4,000 or
less. For families where the husband’s and
wife's total income exceeds $4,000, the work
bonus would be equal to $400 minus one-
quarter of the amount by which this income
exceeds $4,000. Thus there would be no work
bonus once total income reaches #$5,600
($56,600 exceeds $4,000 by $1,600; one-guarter
of $1,600 is $400, which subtracted from $400
equals zero).

The work bonus could be taken as a tax
credit when an individual files his annual tax
return (this would most likely be done if
an individual is entitled to only a small pay-
ment). However, the bonus could be applied
for on a quarterly basis if the family's en-
titlement (either for the gquarter or cumula-
tively) exceeds $30, For example, a family
head earning $2.00 per hour (where the
family has no other income) would be eligible
for about 8756 quarterly, and he could apply
for and receive the bonus quarterly. If the
family head earns #$100 a week (and the
family has no other income), annual income
will total $5,200 and he will be entitled to a
work bonus of $100 annually (85,200 exceeds
$4,000 by $1,200; one-quarter of $1,200 is
$300, which subtracted from $400 leaves
$100). In this case, he may receive #50 after
the end of the second quarter and $50 after
the end of the fourth quarter since his en-
titlement in each of the first and third
quarters is less than $30.

The slze of the work bonus is shown on
the table below for selected examples:
Annual income of husband and wife (assum-

ing it is all taxed under social security)

The work bonus described above incor-
porates the features of (1) not varying bene-
fits by family size, but only by income, pro-
viding no economic incentive for having ad-
ditional children; and (2) having a gradual
phaseout of the amount of the payment as
income rises above $4,000 so as not to create a
work disincentive.

The committee bill would apply the 10 per-
cent work bonus only to earnings taxed un-
der the social security and railroad retire-
ment programs, The bonus thus may be view-
ed as a kind of rebate of these taxes for low=
income workers (including a substantial por-
tion of the tax pald by the employer on the
employee’'s wages). However, the employer
would continue to withhold social security
taxes from the employee's earnings for de-
posit Into the trust funds, and the employes
would continue to receive credit for these
earnings for social security purposes—in
other words, the social security program
would nnt be affected in any way by the work
bonus.

There gre certain types of work which are
covered under social security but only when
the amount of wages earned from a single
employer e¥<eeds $50 in a quarter. This lim-
itation appli+s to the employment of domes-
tics, yardmen ard other similar non-business
employees. Such employees (if they are still
heads of a family) would get the work bonus
with respect to all of their wages including
those not covere by social security because
of the $50 quarterly limitation. In order to
qualify for the work bonus on these wages,
however, the individual would have to ar-
range to perform the work as an employee of
the Work Administration which would pay
him the prevailing wage for the job and bill
the private employer for the wages and other
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costs associated with making his services
avallable. If the employment would ordi-
narily be covered by soclal security, then it
will be covered under social security when
arranged on this basis by the Work Adminis-
tration, If the employment is not covered by
social security, then the employer will not
have to pay soclal security taxes. In either
case, there will be a Federal record of all such
wages on which the payment of the work
bonus may be based.

The 10 percent work bonus would be ad-
ministered by the Internal Revenue Service.

AMENDMENT NO. 1663

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr, Presi-
dent, I send to the desk an amendment
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CranstoN). The clerk will report the
amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to state the amendment.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be printed in the REcorp.

The amendment is as follows:

Beginning on page 689, line 11, strike out
through page 736, line 12, and insert in lleu
thereof the following:

TITLE IV—PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES

WITH CHILDREN

PArRT A—TESTING OF ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS
FOR ASSISTANCE TO Famiries WITH CHIL-
DREN; FISCAL RELIEF FOR STATES

AUTHORIZATION FOR CONDUCT OF TEST PROGRAMS

Sec, 401, (a) For purposes of this part—

(1) The term “family assistance test pro-
gram” means a program patterned after that
contained in amendment No. 1614, 92d Con-
gress, 2d session, Introduced in the Senate on
September 28, 1972,

{2) the term “workfare test program'
means a program patterned after that con-
tained in parts A and B in title IV of HR. 1,
92d Congress, 2d Sesslon, as reported to the
BSenate by the Committee on Finance on
September 26, 1972, and

(3) the term “family” means a Ifamily
with children.

{b) (1) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare (hereinafter in this section re-
ferred to as the “Secretary”) is authorized,
effective January 1, 1973, to plan for and
conduct or contract to conduct, in accord-
ance with the provisions of this section, not
more than four test programs. Two of such
programs shall be family assistance test pro-
grams as defined in subsection (a) (1) of this
section, and one of such programs shall be
workfare test programs,

{(2) Whenever a workfare test program is
commenced, there shall commence, on the
same date as such program, a family assist-
ance test program. Except as may otherwise
be authorized by the Congress, no test pro-
gram under this section shall be conducted
for a period of less than 24 months or more
than 48 months, and to the maximum extent
practical each such test program shall be
conducted for the same length of time,

(3) Any such test program shall be con-
ducted only in and with respect to an area
which consists of one or more States, one or
more political subdivisions of a State, or
part of a political subdivision of a State, and
shall be applicable to all the individuals who
are residents of the State or the area of the
State in and with respect to which such pro-
gram is conducted.

{(4) During any perlod for which any such
test program is in effect in any State or in
any area of a State, individuals residing in
such State or the area of the State in which
such program is in effect shall not be eligible
for aid or assistance under any State plan
or program for which the State receives Fed-
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eral financial assistance under part A of title
IV of the Social Security Act.

(6) The Secretary, in determining the
areas in which test programs under this sec-
tion shall be conducted, shall select areas
with a view to assuring—

(A) that the number of participants in
any such program will (to the maximum ex-
tent practicable) be equal to the number
of participants in any other such program;
and

(B) that the area in which any family
assistance test program is conducted shall
be comparable (in terms of size and com-
position of population, of average per capita
income, rate of unemployment, and other
relevant criteria) to an area in which a work-
fare test program is conducted.

(c) (1) No test program under this section
shall be conducted in any State (or any area
thereof) unless such State shall have entered
into an agreement with the Secretary under
which the State agrees—

(A) to particlpate in the costs of such
test program; and

(B) to cooperate with the Secretary In
the conduct of such program.

(2) Under any such agreement, no State
shall be required to expend, with respect
to any test program conducted within such
State (or any area thereof), amounts greater
than the amounts which would have been
expended with respect to such State or area
thereof (as the case may be), during the
period that such test program is in effect,
under the State plan of such State approved
under part A of title IV of the Social Secur-
ity Act. For purposes of determining the
amount any State would have expended
under such a plan during the period that
any such test program is in effect within
such State (or any area thereof), it shall
be assumed that the rate of State expendi-
ture (from non-Federal funds) under such
plan would be equal to the average rate of
State expenditure (from non-Federal funds)
under such plan for the 12-month period
immediately preceding the commencement
of such test program.,

(d) (1) The Secretary shall, upon comple-
tion of any plans for and prior to the com-
mencement of any test program under this
section, submit to the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate and the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Represent-
atives a complete and detailed description
of such program and shall invite and give
consideration to the comments and sugges-
tlons of such committees with respect to
such program,

(2) During the period that test programs
are In operation under this section, the
Secretary shall from time to time (but not
less frequently than once during any 6-
month period) submit to the Congress a
report on such programs. Each such report
shall contain full and complete information
and data with respect to such programs and
the operation thereof, together with such
recommendations and comments of the Sec-
retary with respect to such programs as he
deems desirable,

(3) At the earliest practicable date after
the termination of all test programs au-
thorized to be conducted by this section,
the Secretary shall submit to the Congress
a full and complete report on such pro-
grams and their operation together with (A)
the Secretary's evaluation of such programs
and such comments or recommendations of
the Secretary with respect to such programs
as he deems desirable and (B) his recom-
mendations (if any) for legislation to revise
or replace the provisions of part A of title
IV of the Social Security Act.

(e) (1) The Secretary shall—

(A) in the planning of any test program
under this section; or

(B) in assembling information, statistics,
or other materials, to be contained in any
report to Congress under this section;
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consult with, and seek the advice and assist-
ance of, the General Accounting Office and
the General Accounting Office shall consult
with the Secretary and furnish such advice
and assistance to him upon request of the
Secretary or at such times as the Comptroller
General deems desirable.

(2) The operations of any test program
conducted under this section shall be re-
viewed by the General Accounting Office, and
the books, records, and other documents per-
taining to any such program or its operation
shall be available to the General Accounting
Office at all reasonable times for purposes of
audit, review, or inspection. The books, rec-
ords, and documents of each such program
shall be audited by the General Accounting
Office from time to time (but not less fre-
quently than once each year).

(3) During the period that test programs
are in operation wunder this section, the
Comptroller General shall from time to time
(but not less frequently than once during
any 6-month period) submit to the Congress
a report on such programs which shall con-
tain full and complete information and data
with respect to such programs and the op-
eration thereof, together with such recom-
mendations and comments of the Comptrol-
ler General with respect to such programs as
he deems desirable.

(4) At the earliest practicable date after
the termination of all test programs au-
thorized to be conducted by this section,
the Comptroller General shall submit to the
Congress a full and complete report on such
programs and their operation together with
his evaluation of, and comments and recom-
mendations (if any), with respect to such
programs.

(f) In the administration of test programs
under this section, the Secretary shall pro-
vide safeguards which restrict the use or dis-
closure of information identifying partici-
pants in such programs to purposes directly
connected with the administration of such
programs (except that nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to prohibit the
furnishing of records or information con-
cerning participants in such programs to the
Committee on Finance of the Senate or the
Committee on Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives).

(g) For the purpose of enabling the Sec-
retary to formulate operational plans and to
conduct test programs under this section,
there are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for each fiscal year $200,000,000.

FISCAL RELIEF FOR STATES

Sec. 402. Effective January 1, 1973, section
403 of the Social SBecurity Act is amended
to read as follows:

On page 736, line 13, strike out 412" and
insert in lieu hereof “403".

On page 737, line 20, strike out “404(d)”
and insert in lieu thereof “402(a) (8)".

On page 738, line 18, strike out “411(a) (1)
(A) (1)" and insert in Heu thereof “407(a))".

On page 738, lines 19 through 24, strike
out “subeclause (I) of section 411(a)(2)(B)
(1), “subclause (II)", and “subclause (I) of
subparagraph (B) (i1)"” where they appear,
and insert in lieu thereof “section 407(b) (1)
(A)”, “subparagraph (B)”, and section 407
(b) (2) (A)", respectively.

On page 739, line 1, strike out *409" and
insert in lieu thereof “402(a) (19)".

Beginning on page 739, line 15, strike out
through page 741, line 17.

On page 741, line 18, strike out “(3)" and
insert in lieu thereof " (2)".

On page 741, iine 19, strike out “graphs (1)
and (2)” and insert in lieu thereof “graph
(1",

On page 741, line 24, beginning with “(ex-
cept’ strike out all through “402(d) (1) )" on
page 742, line 4.

On page 742, line 9, strike out 409 (f)” and
insert in lieu thereof *“402(a) (19) (G)".

On page T42, strike lines 11 and 12 and in-
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gert in lieu thereof “tures as are for the
training of personnel employed or pre-"",

On page 742, line 15, beginning with *, and”
strike out all through “410(a) (2)" on line 17.

On page T42, line 22, strike out “407" and
insert in lieu thereof “402(a) (14) and (15)".

On page 743, line 2, strike out “404(¢)" and
insert in lieu thereof “402(a) (7)".

Beginning on page T43, line 12, strike out
through *“of such payment” on page 744,
line 1, and insert in lleu thereof the follow-
ing: “families and (i1) services provided pur-
suant to section 408(f) (2)".

On page 747, strike out lines 11 and 12 and
insert in lleu thereof “shall be reduced with
respect to any State for any fiscal year after
June 30, 1973,".

On page 747, line 15, strike out *“408(f)"
and insert in lieu thereof “402(a) (19) (G)™
and on line 20 strike out “409(a)" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “402(a) (19) (A) ™.

On page 747, line 25, strike out “(a) (3)-
(B)” and insert in lieu thereof “(a) (2) (B)".

Beginning on page 748, line 1, strike out
all through page 751, line 16.

On page 751, line 18, delete “402" and Insert
in lieu thereof “403".

On page 751 line 19, delete “412" and insert
in lieu thereof *'403".

On page 751, line 20, delete “added” and
insert in lieu thereof “amended".

Beginning on page 752, line 16, strike out
through page 769, line 11, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

PART B—EMPLOYMENT WITH WAGE
SUPPLEMENT

Sec. 420. The BSoclal Security Act s
amended by adding after title XIX thereof
the following new title:

On page 769, line 12, strike out “Subpart
2" and insert in lieu thereof “Title XX".

On page 769, line 15, and on page 771, line
19, strike out “2030" and insert in lieu there-
of “2001".

On page 769, lines 16 and 21, on page 770,
line 5, and on page 771, line 21, strike out
“2071" and insert in lieu thereof ‘“2003".

On page 770, line 11 and lines 21 and 22,
and on page T71, lines 5, 6, and 11, strike out
“Work Administration” and insert in lieu
thereof “Secretary”.

On page T70, lines 12 and 23, strike out
“it"” and insert in lleu thereof “him".

On page 771, line 13, strike out “2031" and
insert in lieu thereof "“2002", and on line 14,
strike out "subpart” and insert in lieu there-
of “title”.

Beginning on page 772, line 3, strike out
through page 797, line 25, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“DEFINITIONS

“Sgc. 2003. For purposes of this title—

“(a) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of Labor.

“{b) The term ‘regular employment' means
any employment provided by a private or
public employer.

“(ec) The term ‘United States’, when used
in a geographic sense, means the 50 States,
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

On page 799, line 18, strike out “Work Ad-
ministration’ and insert in lieu thereof “Sec-
retary”; and on line 21, strike out “and
training” and insert in lieu thereof “with
wage supplement”,

Beginning on page 800, line 8, strike out
through page 803, line 23.

On pages 804 through 827, strike out
*“402(h)” each time it appears and insert in
lieu thereof “402(a) (26)".

Beginning on page 825, line 11, strike out
through page 826, line 3.

On page 829, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following:

AMENDMENTS TO PART A OF TITLE IV

Sec. 430A. (a) Bectlon 402(a) (8) (A) of the
Social Security Act is amended—
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(1) by striking out “and” at the end of
clause (1);

(2) by striking out the semicolon at the
end of clause (ii) and inserting in lieu thereof
a comma; and

(3) by adding at the end of clause (il) the
following new clause:

“(ill) #20 per month, with respect to the
dependent child (or children), relative with
whom the child (or children) is living, and
other individual (living in the same home as
such child (or children)) whose needs are
taken into account in making such determi-
nation, of all income derived from support
payments collected pursuant to part D; and".

(b) Sectlon 402(a) (9) is amended to read
as follows: *“(9) provide safeguards which
permit the use or disclosure of Information
concerning applicants or recipients only to
{A) public officials who require such informa-
tion in connection with their official duties,
or (B) other persons for purposes directly
connected with the administration of ald to
families with dependent children;”.

(¢} Sectlon 402(a)(10) is amended by
inserting immediately before “be furnished”
the following: “, subject to paragraphs (24)
and (26),".

(d) Section 402(a) (11) is amended to read
as follows: "“(11) provide for prompt notice
(including the transmittal of all relevant in-
formation) to the Attorney General of the
United States (or the appropriate State of-
ficial or agency (if any) designated by him
pursuant to part (D)) of the furnishing of
aid to families with dependent children with
respect to a child who has been deserted or
abandoned by a parent (including a child
born out of wedlock without regard to wheth-
er the paternity of such child has been es-
tablished);".

(e) Bection 402(a) 1s further amended—

(1) by striking out “and"” at the end of
paragraph (22); and

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (23) and inserting in lieu
thereof a semicolon and the following: *(24)
provide (A) that, as a condition of eligibility
under the plan, each applicant for or recipient
of ald shall furnish to the State agency his
social security account number (or numbers,
if he has more than one such number), and
(B) that such State agency shall utilize such
account numbers, in addition to any other
means of identification It may determine to
employ, in the administration of such plan;
(25) contain such provision pertaining to
determining paternity and security support
and locating absent parents as are prescribed
by the Attorney General of the United States
in order to enable him to comply with the
requirements of part D; and (26) provide
that, as a condition of eligibility for aid,
each applicant or recipient will be required—

“(A) to assign to the United States any

rights to support from any other person he
may have (i) in his own behalf or in behalf
of any other family member for whom he is
applying for or recelving aid, and (11) which
have accrued at the time such assignment
is executed, and which will accrue during
.the period ending with the third month fol-
lowing the month in which he (or such oth-
er family members) last received ald under
the plan or within such later month as may
be determined under section 455(b), and

*({B) to cooperate with the Attorney Gen-
eral or the State or local agency he has dele~
gated under section 4564, (i) in establishing
the paternity of a child born out of wedlock
with respect to whom aid is claimed, and
(i1) in obtaining support payments for inter-
est and for a child with respect to whom such
aid is claimed, or In obtaining any other
payments or property due herself or such
child."”

(1) Sections 402(a) (17), (18), (21), and
(22), and section 410 of such Act are repealed.

On page 830, lines 19 to 21, strike out “as
a division of the Work Administration (es-
tablished under title XX of this Act)".
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On page 833, line 3, strike out “the Work
Administration” and Insert in lieu thereof
“reciplents of assistance under title IV of
this Act, and persons who have been or are
likely to become applicants for or reciplents
of such ald,”.

On page 834, line 17, strike out *“title X"
and insert in lieu thereof “part A of title IV™.

One page 836, lines 1 and 2, strike out “, in
addition to the powers It has as a division of
the Work Administration,”.

On page 837, strike out line 19 and insert
in lieu thereof *“persons receiving assistance
under part A of title IV™.

On page 851, strike out lines 17, 18, and
19.
On page 851, line 20, strike out “(b) " and
insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 2114(a)".

On page 852, line 4, strike out *(c)" and
insert In lieu thereof “(a)".

Mr. MANSFIELD. For the informa-
tion of the Senate, I want to repeat again
the intention of the leadership that, at
the conclusion of the brief remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Virginia (Mr.
Harry F. Byro, Jr.), the majority lead-
ership will endeavor to call up H.R.
16593, the Defense appropriation bill.

Mr. President, I make that unanimous-
consent request at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
an objection?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It has already
been done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And I wish to tell
the Senate that as far as the leadership
is concerned, it hopes that there will be
votes on amendments this afternoon. As
I understand, there is a rumor going
around that there will be no votes. I wish
to disabuse Members of that thought, be-
cause there may well be votes.

We are operating on a shoestring at
the present time with 54 Members pres-
ent. I would urge all Senators to take
into consideration the meaning of what
the Senate is, and even if it is Saturday
afternoon, to stay here and attend to
our duties.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. MATHIAS. I want to make an in-
quiry as to whether it is the leadership’s
intention to try to complete action today
on the Defense appropriations.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If it could be done,
I would be delighted; but I must say in
all candor and in all likelihood, it can-
not be done; but I would hope we could
at least get started on amendments.

Mr. MATHIAS. Yes. I have always re-
spected the majority leadership’s judg-
ment, and I think it is excellent in this
case, because here we are dealing with
a $75 billion bill, the second largest
appropriation bill since World War II.
It is a bill which, I think, requires more
time and more attention than the half
of the Senate which is present can give
it on a rainy Saturday afternoon.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am sure that the
weather has nothing to do with only half
the Senate being present, because I do
not think the roads are so slick they
could not be here if they wanted to. But
as I said, I expressed the personal hope
that it could be finished this afternoon,
even late into the evening: but in all
candor, I must reiterate that I do not
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think that is a possibility. But I do hope
we could have some votes on some
amendments.

Mr. HARRY F, BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
amendments be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. As I under-
stand it, the amendments just submitted
to the clerk’s desk is the pending busi-
ness; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER, That is
correct.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall speak very briefly on this.
Of course, it will not be called up for a
vote today. I will describe briefly the pur-
pose of this amendment.

Congress has had under consideration
for some time now three different pro-
posals in regard to welfare legislation.
One is the administration proposal for a
$2,400 guaranteed income. That has
passed the House of Representatives
twice, and it has been before the Senate
Finance Committee since 1970. It was
considered by the committee in 1970,
1971, and in 1972. It was rejected by the
committee.

I think it is probably accurate to say
it was rejected by the committee unani-
mously, although I do not want to make
that statement categorically. It was
overwhelmingly rejected by the commit-
tee.

Another proposal under discussion is
the so-called Ribicoff proposal, offered by
the distinguished Senator from Connecti-
cut. It is similar to the administration
backed plan, except it is a more costly
version. If also provides for a guaranteed
annual income. The third proposal was
developed by the Committee on Finance
and it is known as the workfare plan, or
one might say the Long-Bennett plan,
or one might say the Long plan. What-
ever it might be, perhaps it is best de-
scribed by calling it the workfare pro-
posal. It seems to me that this proposal
is going in the right direction.

What we want to do, as I see it, is to get
people off of welfare instead of adding
more people to the welfare rolls and the
workfare plan is an incentive for indi-
viduals to go to work. The other two
plans are lacking in work incentives and
also embody the principle of guaranteed
annual income. The workfare plan guar-
antees the principle of guaranteed job
opportunities. I certainly favor the con-
cept. I am concerned as to the cost of
the workfare proposal. I am not satisfied
yet as to what that cost will be. It will
not be more costly than the administra-
tion program; it will be far less costly
than the Ribicoff proposal, but I still am
not satisfied as to the cost, and I do not
believe we have adequate cost estimates.

We know the other programs will be
tremendously costly; they are bound to
be. The administration program dou-
bles the number of people on welfare.
That was the testimony submitted to
the committee 2 years ago. There will be
many more millions of people put on wel-
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fare if either the administration-backed
proposal is approved or the Ribicoff pro-
posal is approved.

It seems to me that before we go into
a gigantic new program, whether it be
the administration-backed proposal, the
Ribicoff proposal, or the workfare pro-
posal, regardless which one Congress
may decide to take, before going into
such a program it certainly should be
piloted out and tested out in several
areas of this country, and then let HEW
come back to Congress and submit the
results of such test, such pilot projects,
and then Congress can decide which
features will work and which will not
work.

The amendment I have submitted pro-
vides for four tests: Two of the com-
mittee’s workfare plan, and two of the
Ribicoff amendment plan, so that it pro-
vides for a total of four tests. HEW
would be permitted to make the decision
as to where it might wish to conduct
these tests. I think that certainly in go-
ing into a gigantic new program that
Congress should have some idea as to
how these new proposals will work in
practice.

Now, when the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Mr. Richardson,
came before the committee, in his for-
mal statement he said that his proposal
was revolutionary and expensive—revo-
lutionary and expensive, and most cer-
tainly he is accurate in that statement.
Almost the only thing about Mr. Rich-
ardson's welfare plan I agree with him
on is that it is revolutionary and
expensive.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President,
Senator yield?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield to
the chairman of the committee.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I do not
think the Secretary had any idea how ex-
pensive his proposal could be, because
while what he was proposing would call
for & great deal of money, the cost of
that program is far more formidable
than just the first cost because there is
no way a plan can be put into effect that
is going to stop at a guarantee $2,400
a year to everybody. I think he started
out with a guarantee of $1,600 and then
he had to go to $2,400 to try to get it
through the House.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. In 1 year.

Mr. LONG. Yes. So he himself had to
increase his proposal by $800 to try to
get it through the House. He started by
guaranteeing everybody $2,400. Almost
every recipient from the day he gets the
first check will scorn you on the theory
it is not enough; that at a minimum it
should be up to the poverty level, which
is $4,000 for a family of four, and we
are talking about $2,400 for a family of
four under the family assistance plan.

When they go to the $4,000 figure, if
the Senator thinks they are going to
satisfy those people at $4,000 he just has
not had the good fortune of coming
in contact with the National Welfare
Rights Organization. They have been
clamoring, conducting sit-down strikes
and sit-down demonstrations in the
halls outside of our committee room, and
using their best efforts at the National
Democratic Convention. They came up
with a one-third vote at the National

will the
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Democratic Convention calling for
$6,500. That would give us some 104 mil-
lion people on the welfare rolls for start-
ers. You would soon have more people on
the taking-down end than you would
have on the putting-up end in this coun-
try under that scheme.

A person under that scheme, as under
the Ribicoff amendment, would be able
to keep a portion of every dollar he
earns, so he would not go off of welfare
rolls until he received more than $10,~-
000 a year. More than one-half the peo-
ple in the country would be welfare
beneficiaries.

There is no way to put that family
assistance plan into effect without hav-
ing constant increases. Even the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. Risicorr) who
was the sponsor of that proposal last
year was urging then and urges now that
you should put something far more lib-
eral than $2,400 into effect, that that is
too niggardly, even for beginners.

To show the number of people who
would be on the welfare rolls, if we went
to the $3,000 proposed in the Ribicoff
amendment No. 559, there would be 40
million people on welfare rolls. But if we
went to the Harris proposal which is
$4,000 a year, the poverty level—it is said
if you are going to guarantee income
you could not go below the poverty level—
that is up to 81 million people on the wel-
fare rolls. Under the MecGovern proposal
for $6,500 it would go to 104 million peo-
ple on the welfare rolls.

Mr. President, when you go down the
road of guaranteed income, the Senate
should know there is involved far more
than just starting out by providing wel-
fare payments for another 10 or 12 mil-
lion people as would be proposed by H.R.
1. That is just openers, as the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. JorpaN) said, just to use
a poker player's terms, It is just openers
until the next candidate for office can call
your bet and propose something more. So
in short order anyone going down the
road to amendment No. 559 would pro-
vide at least $3,000.

One could not defend that. He would
have to apologize even for offering that,
and he would have to go to the Harris
bill, which would authorize $4,000. That
would get 81 million on the welfare pay-
roll. So, before we get going in the direc-
tion where we would have more welfare
beneficiaries than taxpayers, we had bet-
ter not start on that road. That is what
the committee discussed. That is what I
discussed. We felt that once we started
down that road, we could not go back, and
that we had better turn back toward san-
ity while the Nation can still stand the
burden being placed on it, rather than
-vait until we would have to make drastic
Jhanges in our form of government to
bring it about.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. If we are
going to establish the principle of a guar-
anteed income, I do not see how we can
logically make it less than the poverty
level. I put that question to Governor
Rockefeller, who is the foremost advo-
cate of this program, and he said he
agreed with that in principle, but he said
if we could start out this way, it would be
a start, and then we would go beyond that
point.
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That is why I am opposed to writting
into law the principle of a guaranteed
annual income. I do not think such a
program should be put into effect unless
it has been tested and we have had the
opportunity to know what parts of it
wfo;ﬂd work, and the many ramifications
of it.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. I have listened to the
proposal, and I am very interested, but
I would hope it would contain an op-
portunity to test HR. 1 as it came from
the House, because we share the respon-
sibility for this program with the House
Ways and Means Committee. I would
think that if we are going down the road
of a test, and particularly if we are going
to go to conference with them on the
principle of a test, we should have an
opportunity to test the House proposal,
which is less expensive than the Ribicoff
proposal.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I think the
Senator raises a good point. It occurred
to me that what we would be testing
is the principle, and the principles are
the same whether they be under the
Ribicoff or the House-passed proposal.
But I see no objection, so far as I am
concerned, to changing this so that there
could be an adequate test of the House-
passed plan, if the Senator from Utah
and other Senators feel that in testing
the Ribicoff proposal, that does not
give——

Mr. BENNETT. The thing that worrles
me about limiting it to the Ribicoff pro-
posal is that the Ribicoff proposal starts
at a level above the Senate workfare
program and it also puts in single people
as well as married couples. I think the
House should not be required to accept
the sponsorship for the Ribicoff varia-
tion to H.R.. 1.

I would hope, by the time he finishes
his work on his amendment, the Senator
will consider probably changing it so
that the test can be made on the House-
passed section of H.R. 1.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I shall be
very glad to work with the distinguished
ranking Republican member of the
Finance Committee on this matter to see
if we cannot work it out to the point
where we can get a fair test on the
principle involved in both the House-
passed HR. 1 and the Ribicoff plan.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator
for that consideration. I shall be very
happy to work with him.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1973

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Chair now lays before
the Senate the Defense appropriation
bill, which will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read the bill by
title, as follows:

A bill (HR. 16593) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, and for other
purposes.

The Senatec proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
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Committee
amendments.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
sugegest the absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll,

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, at
the beginning of my remarks, I would
like to say that, although I am a member
of the subcommittee of the Appropria-
tions Committee that handles this ap-
propriation matfer, I did not have an
opportunity to attend the hearings on
the bill earlier this year because of the
political campaign in which I was en-
gaged in my own State. Since returning
to the Senate following that campaign,
a change has occurred, under most re-
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grettable circumstances, where it has

become my responsibility now, as chair-
man of the full committee, and as
chairman of the Subcommittee on De-
fense Appropriations, fo handle this
legislation and to make the presentation
on behalf of the committee here on the
floor of the Senate.

I make mention of this only to let the
record reflect that I have not had the
opportunity to read all the hearings or to
be fully knowledgeable in presenting
every facet of this measure in its best
light and in the light that all the facts
and circumstances warrant. Therefore,
in handling the matter before both the
subcommittee and the full Appropria-
tions Committee, I ask the understand-
ing, indulgence, and cooperation of the
members. Some of the members of the
subcommittee particularly are perhaps
more familiar with the contents of this
bill and possibly more able to defend
some of its provisions than I am.

I can only say that if the responsi-
bilities of handling this bill, which are
now mine, should continue to be mine
in the next session of the Congress, I
will undertake to be fully prepared to
make the presentation in support of the
committee bill.

I would like to say further, Mr. Pres-
ident, since this is the first time that I
have handled this Defense appropria-
tion bill before the full committee and
before the Senate, that I am confident
that in this bill, and probably others that
may be presented in the future, there will
be funding requests that could be and
should be rejected. I think we should all
be cognizant of the fact that in an ap-
propriation of some $75 billion, which
is the approximate amount of this bill,
it is impossible for human ingenuity
and capability to ferret out every item in
which there may be excessive amounts
requested and where the appropriations
would permit waste or extravagance.

I think that would also apply, Mr.
President, to the Defense Department. In
undertaking to administer an appropria-
tion that involves the expenditure of such
huge sums, Defense officials must find
it impossible to administer expenditures
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of such magnitude without some errors
in judgment and without some mistakes
being made, regardless of the capability
or ingenuity of the administrators.

But I would also like to state for the
record, Mr. President, that in view of the
fiscal situation of our Government and
the burden of deficit spending that we
have incurred, I have admonished De-
partment of Defense officials, including
the Secretaries of the three services, to
make every efiort to bring about a re-
duction in defense expendifures.

At the same time, I want this record
to reflect without any reservation that I
am not one of those who would support
the unilateral disarmaement of our coun-
try. On the confrary, I am one of those
who advocate that we must never per-
mit our country to become a second-rate
power militarily. I think it is in the in-
terest of world peace—in fact, it is im-
perative to the free world particularly—
that our country maintain a military
posture that will serve at all times as
a deterrent to would-be aggressors who
would impose their philosophy by force
of arms.

But I do believe that, by working to-
gether, if the military will give in good
faith its cooperation and be diligent in
examining its expenditures to the end
that we may ascertain where there are
excess funds being appropriated and
where, by practical administration, re-
ductions can be made and savings effect-
ed, and if Congress will exercise the same
diligence, we can find areas where we can
bring about substantial reductions in
military expenditures, and at the same
time provide a military posture to act as
a deterrent, as I have stated.

Mr. President, I feel this very strongly.
In some areas, the Defense Department
is being attacked and censured, possibly
with justification in some instances. The
American people are unanimous in their
concern over mounting deficits brought
on, in some instances by waste and ex-
travagance. I want to emphasize that the
Defense Department and all of its offi-
cials, along with Congress, have a duty
to the American people to be more thor-
ough in their examination of these ex-
penditures and to be more diligent in
making cuts. Savings must be realized
wherever this can be done without
jeopardizing the military posture that
we must maintain.,

Mr. President, the Committee on Ap-
propriations, in reporting H.R. 16593,
the Department of Defense Appropria-
tion bill for fiscal year 1973, recommends
appropriations of $74,604,698,000.

This is an increase of $27,150,000 over
the amount allowed by the House and a
reduction of $4,989,486,000 below the re-
vised budget estimate.

Parenthetically, Mr. President, after I
conclude my remarks, and following the
remarks that will, I am sure, be made by
the distinguished Senator from North
Dakota, the ranking minority member of
the Appropriations Committee, I shall
offer an amendment which will further
reduce the amount in this bill to a point
that will bring it below the House appro-
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priation, but I will request that action
at the proper time.

In accomplishing this very substan-
tial reduction, the committee, through
transfer authority, made wuse of
$1.315,900,000 in available funds pre-
viously appropriated.

The bill has sufiered numerous time-
consuming vicissitudes that have delayed
its presentation. Early in the year, the
late beloved chairman of this committee,
the Honorable Allen J. Ellender of Louisi-
ana, had set as his goal completion of
action on the measure prior to the end of
the fiscal year on June 30. Unfortunately,
through no faultl of his or the committee,
this was impossible, for a variety of rea-
sons. Since the original submission of the
budget in January, three budget amend-
ments have been submitted totaling
$4,472,605,000, The first two of these in-
cluded requests for additional funds for
increased pay costs, and certain pro-
curement and research and development
requirements, The third budget amend-
ment—necessitating more hearings—was
submitted on June 30 and was brought
about by the strategic arms limitations
agreements and increased activity in
Southeast Asia. In addition, determina-
tion of authorization action was neces-
sary prior to consummation of committee
action. That measure was signed into
law only this week. The House of Rep-
resentatives completed action on the ap-
propriation bill on September 14. Under
these circumstances, I believe the com-
mittee has acted as expeditiously on this
appropriation as is possible, and I am
sure, Mr. President, that we have given
it as careful and as thorough an exam-
ination as it should have. Particularly
under pressure of time, the commitiee
has done its best.

However, the committee’s action on the
largest single appropriation bill ever con-
sidered was not predicated on haste, as is
illustrated by the record of hearings held
by the committee. The Defense Subcom-
mittee held a total of 46 separate ses-
sions in its consideration of the bill.
Hearings were begun on February 15 and
were completed on September 19. These
hearings, which are on the desks of
Senators, contain 5,304 pages.

In taking the actions that it did, the
committee predicated its decisions on
two fundamental premises:

First, that Congress and the people of
the United States demand military pos-
ture adequate to implement national
policy, meet its commitments both here
and abroad, and maintain a defense suffi-
cient to deter any aggressor; and

Second, that Congress and the peo-
ple of the United States require the De-
partment of Defense to limit its requests
and conduct its operations in a manner
conducive to the greatest economy. This
is most desirable at all times; it is essen-
tial in a period of increased demands
for funds for other national require-
ments, of changing priorities and of in-
flationary pressures.

I believe that the committee has met
this challenge and responded to it in the
actions taken on this bill. Although the
reductions recommended are very sub-
stantial, the commitiece believes that




September 30, 1972

they will in no way impair the necessary
defense of the Nation or commitments
abroad.

Many of the actions of the committee
had previously been allowed by the
House, which made a reduction of $5,-
016,636,000 from the budget estimates.

It should be pointed out that, while
the committee has made reductions in
the budget estimates of $4,989,486,000,
the committee has also recommended
transfers from previous appropriations
of $1,315,900,000, to that the total fund-
ing available to the Department of De-
fense as recommended by the commit-
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tee is $75,920,598,000. When the com-
mittee's recommendatons are considered
on the basis of “total availability,” they
are—

Under the budget requests by $3,673,-
856,000, and

Over the House allowances by $693,-
550,000.

The distribution of new obligational
authority broken down by organization
component is as follows:

For the Department of the Army, $20,-
535,564,000;

For the Department of the Navy, $24,-
444,225,000;

SUMMARY OF BILL BY MAJOR CATEGORIES
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ppropriation
| year 1972
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For the Department of the Air Force,
$23,409,324,000;

For Defense agencies, $1,856,901,000:
and

For retired military personel, $4,358,-
684,000.

A summary of the bill by major cate-
gories to which I have referred will be
found on page 2 of the committee report,
and I ask unanimous consen: to have
printed in the Recorp that part of the
committee report.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Senate mmmuttu bill r:ompamd with—

Budget esti- LT
mates, 1973

Appropriations,
1972 House allowance

W
authority)

Functional title

Title I—Mifitary personnel.
Tifle 11—Retired military penunnel B
Title 111—0peration and maintenance. .

Transfer from other accounts
Title IV—Procurement ..

Transler from other accounts__
Title V—Research, development test,

Transler from other accounts.

Transfer authorit
Title VI—Special foreign currency program. -
Title Vil—General Provisions {A ditional lransfﬂr

authority, sec. 735)__

Title Vill—Autiballistic missile construction...

$22, 964, 100, 000
3, 921, 446, 000 358, 684, 000 4, 358, 684, 000
20 553, 925, 000

776,892,000
(su 700, 000).
062, 000

(101 900, UOB)....._
(50, 000,
12,

323 658, 559 000 $23,081,821,0000 $23, ;gg 963,
21, pol, 245 000 21, 138, 663,
200, 00O, DOOY 200, 000,

88, 470, 000

(33& 500, 000
7,793, 928, 000
(60, 000, 00O)

21 634, 844, 000
21,169, 830,000

000)
000

(750, 000, 000)
109, 570, 000

060 <-$181, 863, 000
4, 000 -} 437, 238, 000 _ g

000 584, 738, 000
000 (+200 000, 000) (+200 UDCI UDD)
--38,078,000 3, 354, 860, 000
(12‘12200000) (|10559000[H])
486, 506, 000 763, 1

99, 000
5—11 900, D00)

50, 000, 000 (Tg%uﬁ)
-s'.sud.uoo" ) ( ) L
(100, 000, nﬂo)

—109 570, 000

-+$64, 142, 000
137,318,000

—35]2 596, 000

- —523, 500,000
( rEGG 400, OOD)
211, 640, 000

(-—lS’D.DDD,Bﬂﬂ) (+ -100, 000, DOB)

Total, Department of Defense {NOA)_ .. __
Transfer from other accounts.

Total lunding available
Transfer authority

72, 856, 995, 000
(945, 600, 000) .

73,802,597, 000 79, 504, 184, 000

(800, 000, 000)

79,594, 184,000 74, 577, 548 000

?sz'z?.uasuun
(1,050, 000;000) " (750, 009, 000)

121, 039 789, 000
351,900, 0 i L SR L (283
Z; I?E 145, 000

(2 0, 000, 0
22, 882, 597, UGU
(323, 700, 000).. .
837, 018, 000
10,000,

,000, 000). ...
3,921, 446, 000

Tlansier from other accounts__
Navy =
Transfer irom other accounts

Transter from other accou
Defense agencies/0SD £1,
Transfer Irom other accounts_ . 14
Retired military personnel_ ... __.

22,027,213,000 20, 461, 434, 000

00) 26, 154, 554, 000

, 600, 000
24, 458 587, 000
25,043, 601, 000

4,358, 684,000

74, 467, 248,
9, 500, 000) ;l, 315, 900,
5, 783, 148, 000

850, 000, 000

{7,700,
4, 358, 684,

000 -1, 610, 253, 000
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. 036, 000 ;
_._0_09) (200000000} (+100mnon)
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—163, 231, 000 400,000

000 (47, 700, 000).

Total, Department of Delense (NOA)

Total funding availability
Transfer authority ...

72, 856, 995, GO0

Transfer from other accounis (945, 600, 000)._

73, 802, 595, D00
(800, 600, 000)

74,571, 548, 000
(649, 500, 000)

75, 227, 048, 000
(750, 000, 006)

79, 594, 184, 000

79, 584, 184, 000
(1,050, D0Q, DO0)

74, 467, 248, 000

(1,315,900, 000) (4

75, 783, 148, 000 +1 930 553, 000
(850, 060, 000)

— 110, 300, 608
(-4-566, 400, 000)

4-558, 100, 000
( 100, 000, 000)

+1,610,253,000 —S5, 126, 936, 000
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(3-50/000,000)  ¢-208; 000, 000

i includes §98,500,000 for military construction, Army, under title VIll—Antiballistic missile

construction.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the
funds recommended will provide for an
authorized active duty military person-
nel end strength for the Army of 828,-
900; for the Navy, 601,672; for the Mar-
ine Corps, 197,965; and for the Air
Force, T00,516—for a total of 2,329,053.
Details of this, as well as comparable
figures for the Reserve components, will
be found on page 6 at the committee re-
port.

It would prove to be a monumental
task presuming on the patience of the
Senate to detail fully all actions taken
by the committee. Each of these is dis-
cussed in the report before Senators,
either in the section devoted to each ap-
propriation or, for the most important
or controversial items, in a special sec-
tion near the beginning of the report.
Ready reference is provided in the table
of contents on page 3 of the report.

Instead of attempting to discuss each
of these actions, I shall describe some
of the more important actions taken by

construction.

the committee and be available for ques-
tions on any item at the conclusion
of my remarks.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

In providing funds for an active duty
Army end strength of 828,900, the com-
mittee's action supports an active Army
of one TRICAP division, composed of
armored, air cavalry, and airmobile
units; one airborne division; three in-
fantry divisions; four mechanized divi-
sions; three armored divisions; one air-
mobile division; and one independent
brigade. Funds are also provided for an
Army Reserve with an authorized aver-
age strength of 261,300 and an Army
National Guard of 402,333.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a tabulation for fiscal years
1971, 1972, and 1973 of the major active
forces of the Army be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECoORD, as follows:

* Includes 311,070,000 for family housing, Defense, under title Vill—Antiballistic missile

MAJOR ARMY FORCES

Planned
Actual,
June 30, June 30

June 30,
1971 1972 1973

Divisions:
TRICAPZ__
Airborne. .
Infantry__
Mechanized._ .
Armored. .. -
Airmobile._________

Total_. 48 13
indepandent brigades_ __ 0
Active duty military per-

| 861, 228

v -

Reserva component per-
sormel (paid drill train-
i 658, 455

398, 455

Army Nation Guard___
A 250, 000

402,175
263,299

1 Reflects the President”s fiscal year 1973 budget.
3The TRICAP (TRipie CAPability) is an e!aﬂnmaatal
division consisting of armored, air cavalry, and airmobile units
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, one
of the major changes made in the bill in
regard to the Army is that related to the
reduction in the Safeguard antiballistic
missile system. The original budget re-
quested $1,595,400,000 for this system. As
a result of the Strategic Arms Limita-
tion agreements, a budget amendment
was submitted reducing this total to
$890.4 million in new obligational au-
thority and $60 million in prior years’
funds for continued development and de-
ployment at Grand Forks, N. Dak., and
for the National Command Authority at
the Washington, D.C., site. The au-
thorization act limited the continuation
or initiation of the antiballistic missile
system to the Grand Forks site, and the
committee’s action in reducing the re-
quest by $250.3 million is based on the
authorization action. Funds recom-
mended herein are solely for the con-
tinued development of the Grand Forks
site.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that material on pages 19 and 20
of the committee report, describing the
actions taken, be printed in the REcORD
at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

SAFEGUARD ANTIBALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEM

The recommendations of the Committee
include $640.1 million for the continuation
of the development and deployment of the
Safeguard ABM system at the Grand Forks,
North Dakota, site.

The original budget included $1,595.4 mil-
lion (exclusive of family housing), for the
Safeguard system for the continuation of
development, continuation of deployment
at the Grand Forks, North Dakota, and
Malmstrom, Montana, sites, initiation of
deployment at the Whiteman, Missouri, and
Warren, Wyoming, sites, and advance prep-
aration for the defense of the National Com-
mand Authority at Washington, D.C.

On June 10, 1972, the President sub-
mitted to the Senate the treaty between the
United States and the Union of Soviet So-
clalist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistle Missile Systems which was ratified
by the Senate on August 3, 1972. Under the
terms of this Treaty, each country is limited
to two widely separated deployment areas—
one for the defense of the national capital
and the other for the defense of ICBMs.

The June 30 amendment to the budget (H.
Doc, 92-321) included decreases in the funds
requested for the Safeguard system totaling
$705 million for a revised total request for
new obligational authority of $890.4 million.
This amendment also proposed the use of
$60 million of prior year funds for the fiseal
year 1973 research and development pro=-
gram.

The revised program of $0850.4 million
(#890.4 million in new obligational authority
and the use of prior year funds in the
amount of $60 million) included $644.8 mil-
lion for the continuation of development
and deployment at the Grand Forks, North
Dakota, site and $245.6 million for the Na-
tional Command Authority (Washington,
D.C.) site.

In acting on the Department of Defense
Procurement and Research and Development
Authorization Act ( ), the Congress has
limited deployment of the Safeguard ABM
system to the Grand Forks, North Dakota,
site. Bection 502(a) of this Act provides:

Sec. 502. (a) None of the funds authorlzed
by this or any other Act may be obligated or
expended for the purpose of continuing or
initiating deployment of an anti-ballistic
misslle system at any site except Grand Forks
Alr Force Base, Grand Forks, North Dakota.
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Nothing in this section shall be construed as
a limitation on the obligation or expenditure
of funds in connection with the dismantling
of anti-ballistic missile system sites or the
cancellation of work at Whiteman Air Force
Base, Knob Noster, Missouri, Francls E, War-
ren Alr Force Base, Cheyenne, Wyoming, and
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls, Mon-
tana.
The recommendations of the Committee are
in accord with, and subject to, the above
cited provision.

The funds recommended by the Committee
are included in the following appropriations:

Military personnel, Army $14, 300, 000
Operation and maintenance,
Army
Missile procurement, Army.
Research, development, test and
evaluation, Army.

1 640, 070, 000

iIn addition, $60,000,000 is to be derlved by
transfer from other accounts.

The current estimate of the Department of
Defense acquisition cost (research and de-
velopment, procurement, and construction)
of the one site (Grand Forks, North Dakota)
deployment approved by Congress is $5.6 bil-
lion, and it is estimated that the cost of the
simplest deployment at the National Com-
mand Authority (Washington, D.C.) site
would require an additional $2.1 billion. A
comparable estimate for the originally
planned twelve site deployment is $16.3
billion.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in the
military personnel account, the House
made a reduction of $219.6 million in a
large number of items. The committee,
while believing that $175 million of this
reduction can be absorbed within the
Army program, felt that, in view of the
substantial nature of the reductions
made, certain flexibility should be af-
forded to the Department in allocation
of the reductions made. For this reason,
it has approved the reduction, but made
it a general reduction to be absorbed in
areas prescribed by the Department.
Similar reductions made by the House in
the military personnel accounts of the
other services have been treated in like
manner.

In another action, the House provided
a new appropriation title for operation
and maintenance activities of the Army
Reserve, which had previously been
funded under the Regular Army opera-
tion and maintenance appropriation. The
House took similar action in regard to
the other services. The Department of
Defense appealed the action of the House
and the committee has returned the ap-
propriations to the parent organization.

In other actions associated with the
Army programs, the committee has
agreed with the action of the House
in deleting funds for the continued de-
velopment of the Cheyenne armed-at-
tack helicopter but has provided $29.5
million for the initiation of research and
development on a new attack helicopter;
reduced the funding for the heavy lift
helicopter program while approving the
current Army development program; and
provided $3.6 million for the continued
production line for the M-16A1 rifle.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

The Department of the Navy program
provides for funds to maintain a Navy
end strength of 601,672 active duty mili-
tary personnel and a Marine Corps end
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strength of 197,965. The authorized aver-
age strength for the Naval Reserve is
fixed at 129,000 and for the Marine Corps
at 45,016, Major Navy forces included for
fiscal year 1973 are 594 commissioned
ships in the active fieet, of which 368 are
warships.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a tabulation for fiscal years
1971, 1972, and 1973 of the major active
forces of the Navy and Marine Corps be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

SUMMARY OF MAJOR NAVY FORCES

Actual
June 30,
1971

June 30
1972

Commissioned ships in

active fleet 654
393
251

Submarine launched ballistic
missile launchers. 656
Attack and ASW support
B W 17
SW and air defense escort
1 N 224 225
Naval gunfire support ships. _ 1 1
Amphibious assault ships____ 79 77
Aircraft inventory (active)... 7,318 7,115
Tactical aircraft (Navy and
Marine Corps) 2,319 2,388
ASW aircraft (fixed and
rotary wing 756 795
Active duly military per-
sonnel Navy......_....... 623,023 602,1%
Reserve components per-
sonnel {paid drill train-
ing): Naval Reserve__..__.

133,236 134,393

MAJOR MARINE CORPS FORCES

Actual

June 30, June 30,
1971 1972

Marine divisions (active) 3
Marine aircraft wings
(active) 3

Active duty military
212,359 198, 406

personned .. .. __.__
Reserve components
43,016 41,241

personnel.... ...

197, 965
44,903

Mr., McCLELLAN. Mr, President, one
of the actions taken by the committee
on the Navy program was the inclusion
of $299 million for advance procurement
for the CVN-T0, the third nuclear pow-
ered aircraft carrier of the Nimitz class.
This is consonant with previous action
taken by the Senate in its consideration
of the authorization bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that material from pages 21 and 22
of the committee report, describing the
action taken, be printed in the REecorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

NUCLEAR AIRCRAFT CARRIER—CVN-T0

The committee's recommendation for the
appropriation “Shipbuilding and Conversion,
Navy" includes $299 million for advance pro-
curement for the CVN-70, the third nuclear-
powered aircraft carrier of the Nimitz class,
The current estimated cost of this ship is
$951 million, and the current plan calls for
full funding in fiscal year 1974.

This ship will be identical with the Nimitz
except for minor changes necessary to ac-
commodate the latest model aircraft flying
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when the ship joins the fleet. It will be 1,002
feet long, its beam at the water line will be
134 feet, with a flight deck width of 252 feet,
and & displacement of 94,400 tons. It will be
powered by a two-reactor nuclear propulsion
system which has a 13-year core (fuel) life.
The ship's crew will total approximately
2,829, and the air wing personnel will total
approximately 2,600. It will have the capa-
bllity of carrying 80-100 of the latest carrier
alrcraft. The current schedule calls for the
laying of the keel in calendar year 1075, de-
livery of the completed ship during calendar
year 1080, and joining the fleet to replace one
of the World War II carriers in calendar year
1981.

The first two carriers of this class, the
Nimitz (CVAN-68) and the Eisenhower
(CVAN-68) are under construction and will
be delivered in calendar years 1973 and 1975,

In recommending funds for this new car-
rier, it is the intent of the commitiee to
modernize our existing carrier force rather
than to Increase the size of this force. When
this ship joins the fleet in 1980, only five
carriers will be less than 15 years old and
only three will be less than 10 years old.
The carriers of the Nimitz class and the
nuclear-powered Enterprise will give the
Navy the capability of stationing two nu-
clear carriers in the Atlantic and two nuclear
carriers in the Pacific for rapid response
wherever needed.

During the Senate's consideration of the
Depariment of Defense Procurement and
Research and Development Authorization
Act, 1973 (HR. 15495), an amendment to
delete the authorization for the 299 million
for the advance procurement for the CVAN-
70 was rejected by a vote of 20 yeas to 60
nays.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in
another action, the committee recom-
mends the inclusion of $247 million for
advance procurement in connection with

the construction of seven additional
Spruance class destroyers for which $610
million had been requested. It was the
view of the committee that the current
status of this program and that of the
LHA ship program dictates a resched-
uling of the funding for the 30 ships
covered under the existing DD-963 con-
tract, and the report so states. In taking
the position it has, the committee in-
tended to provide the funds necessary to
protect the Government’s position with
respect to the seven ships, but wishes to
make it clearly understood that the ap-
propriation of these funds does not con-
stitute a commitment for the full fund-
ing of these seven additional ships.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that report language bearing on this
action be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

“SPRUANCE" Crass DesTROYERS—DD-863

The President’s budget for fiscal year 1873
includes a request of $610 million for the
construction of seven additional Spruance
class (DD-063) destroyers. These seven de-
stroyers are a portlon of the total of 30
such destroyers to be constructed under the
terms of a multiyear contract with Litton
Industries [Ingalls Shipbullding Division,
Pascagoula, Miss.). During the period fiscal
year 1970 through fiscal year 1972, £1,410.1
million has been provided for the first 16
of these 30 ships. However, under the terms
of the contract, the first of these 18 ships
will not be delivered until early in fiscal
year 1975,

The committee recommends concurrence
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in the House allowance of $247 million—a re-
duction of $363 million in the budget re-
quest—for the DD-863 program. The total
recommended is for advance procurement
to support the construction of seven addi-
tional DD-963's when, and if, these seven
additional ships are fully funded. It is the
view of the committee that the current
status of this program and the LHA ship
program dictates a rescheduling of the fund-
ing for the 30 ships covered under the ex-
isting DD-963 contract. The committee has
been advised that the contractor has agreed
to extend the date for exercising the option
for ships numbers 17 through 23 from Jan-
uary 15, 1973, to January 15, 1974, There-
fore, the recommended action does not en-
danger the Governmeni's rights under the
existing contract.

In summary: It is the intent of the com-
mittee to provide $247 million for the pro-
curement of long lead-time equipment to
support the construction of seven additional
DD-963 destroyers. However, these funds do
not constitute a commitment for the full
funding of these seven additlonal ships. Fur-
thermore, it is the intent of the committee
to provide the funds necessary to protect
the Government's position with respect to
these seven additional ships under the terms
of the existing contract and the extended
option date of January 15, 1974,

The committee’s recommended action is
in accord with the provisions and intent of
the Depatrment of Defense Procurement and
Research and Development Authorization
Act (Public Law 92-436) .

The mission of these new destroyers is to
operate offensively in the presence of an
air, surface or subsurface threat with strike,
antisubmarine or amphiblious forces; to pro-
vide protection to these forces, underway
replenishment groups and military or mer-
cantile convoys against surface or subsur-
face threats; and to provide gunfire support
to amphibious assaults or land campalgns.
These ships will have a displacement of
7,080 tons, and will be 560 feet long with a
beam of 54 feet. They will be equipped with
a gas turbine propulsion system and will
have a speed of 30 knots. Armament will
consist of two 5-inch guns, Sparrow missiles
configured for air-cdefense, standard and
rocket assisted projectiles, and antisubma-
rine torpedoes and rockets faecilities for an
on-board hellcopter. These new destroyers
will have an electronic warfare capability
and be equipped with air search radar, sur-
face search radar, fire control radar, and
long-range sonar. The crew will consist of
about 270 officers and men.

Mr. McCLELLAN., Mr. President, in an-
other action, the committee recommends
$807.9 million of the $952.9 million re-
quested in this bill for the Trident sub-
marine launched missile system, formerly
called ULMS, and a follow-on of the older
Polaris/Poseidon missile systems. Among
other things, the funds will continue the
development of the Trident missile and
weapons subsystems, provide for the sub-
marine design and advance procurement
for long leadtime components for the
first four submarines, and provide funds
for the Trident operational and inte-
grated supply systems.

Mr. President, I ask unarimous con-
sent that material on pages 23 and 24 of
the committee report be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:

TRIDENT SUBMARINE LAUNCHED Missie Sys-
TEM (ForMErLY ULMS)

The fiscal year 1973 budpget includes re-

quests totaling $980.2 million for the acceler-
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ation of development and deployment of the
Trident submarine launched missile system,
formerly referred to as ULMS (undersea long
range missile system). This total includes
#27.3 million for construction that will be
considered in the Military Construction Ap-
propriation Act.

The recommendations of the committee in-
clude $807,900,000 for this program, a reduc-
tion of $145,000,000 in the requests considered
totaling $052,800,000. The requests considered
and funds recommended are set out in the
following tabulation:

[Doftars in thousands]

Committee
recommenda-
tion

Budget

Appropriation request

Dperation and maintenance,
S $3, 000 $3, 000
Nona

311, 000
23, 500

470, 400
807, 500

Procurement of ai

missiles, Navy_____________: 10, 000
Shipbuilding and conversion,

) E L R P SR 361, 000
Other procurement, Navy 23, 500
Research, development, test

and evaluation, Navy____._. 555, 400

952, 500

The recommended funds are for the fol-
lowing purposes:

Operation and maintenance, £3,000,000—
These funds are for the operational system
planning required for the study and design
of an integrated supply system capuble of
providing total support to the Trident sys-
tem.

Shipbuilding end conversion, Navy $311,.-
000,000 —These funds for the design of the
submarine and advance procurement of
critical long lead components for the lead
submarine and the first three follow-on sub~
marines. The major items that will be pro-
cured are three full and one partial sets of
nuclear propulsion plant components, with
attendant construction spares and steel and
long lead electronics for the lead ship.

Other procurement; Navy, $23,500000—
These funds are for the initiation of the
procurement of the long lead time equip-
ment of shipboard type training items for
incorporation in an Atomic Energy Commis-
sion Trident prototype nuclear propulsion
plant.

Research, development, test and evalua-
tion, Navy, $§470,400,000—These funds are
for the continuation of the development of
the Trident I missile and associated equip-
ment, the Trident submarine, and the var-
ious Trident weapon systems subsystems.

The Trident submarine launched missile
system is a follow-on to the existing Polaris/
Poseidon system, which is the Navy's portion
of our strategic deterrent force.

The Trident system consists of two major
subsystems: the submarine and the missile.
Both will utilize the latest advances in tech-
nology and be designed to increase employ-
ment flexibility, significantly reduce vulner-
ability of the submarine, enhance survivabil-
ity of payload, and greatly expand the area
of deployment.

The Trident submarine, which is planned
to become operational in 1979, will be nu-
clear powered, capable of carrying 24 missiles,
and substantially larger and more capable
than the Polaris/Poseidon submarines. Ini-
tially, these submarines will be deployed with
the Trident I missile, but will have the ca-
pability to carry the larger and longer range
Trident II missile.

The Trident I missile, which is scheduled
to be operational in 1977, will have a range
of about 4,000 miles with a payload and ac-
curacy equivalent to the existing Poseidon
missile. This missile will be capable of being
deployed in the existing Poseidon subma-
rines. The Trident II missile will be developed
in later years and will have an extended
range and overall improved capabilities,
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Also included in the
bill is a total of $732.7 million for the
Navy’s F-14A Tomcat fighter aircraft
program. The procurement funds in-
cluded in this total are for the imple-
mentation of the terms of the existing
contract between the Navy and the prime
airframe contractor. The committee ex-
pects the Department to exercise the
production option to purchase 48 air-
craft in accord with the terms of the
contract. This action by the committee is
in line with action taken in the author-
izing legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the information relative to
this contained on pages 24 and 25 of the
committee report be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
oORD, as follows:

F-14 AIRCRAFT PROGRAM

The recommendations of the Committee in-
clude approximately $732.7 million for the
Navy's F-14A Tomcat fighter aircraft pro-
gram. The recommended funds are for the
following purposes:

Procurement of aircrajt, $§407.8 million.—
$407.8 million is recommended for the pro-
curement of F-14 aircraft. The recommended
sum and $84.8 million will provide a total
of $402.6 million for the procurement of 48
F-14A aircraft under the terms of existing
contracts.

Advance procurement, #75.7 million.—
#75.7 million is recommended for advance
procurement to support the planned pro-
curement of F-14 alrcraft in fiscal year 1974,

Spares and repair parts, $86.6 million.—
$86.6 million is recommended for the pro-
curement of initial spares and repair parts
for the support of F-14A aircraft,

F-14A development program, $58 million.—
£58 million is recommended for the con-
tinuation of the F-14A development and test-
ing program.

F-14B development program, $104.6 mil-
lion.—$104.6 million is recommended for the
continuation of the Navy's participation in
the development of the advanced technology
engine. Funds are also included for the de-
velopment of the changes in the F-14 air-
frame which will be required if a decision
is made to produce the F-14B versions of
this aircraft.

It is the intent of the Committee that the
funds recommended for the Procurement of
the F-14 shall be used to implement the
terms of the existing contract between the
Navy and the primary airframe contractor.
This contract includes a production option
for 48 aircraft (Lot V), and the Committee
expects the Navy to exercise this option in
accordance with the terms of the contract.
The Committee’s recommendation is in ac-
cordance with the following provision in-
cluded in the Department of Defense Pro-
curement and Research and Development
Authorization Act, 1973 (Public Law 92-
436) :

# * * of which not to exceed $570,100,000
shall be available for an F-14 aircraft pro-
gram of not less than 48 afrcraft subject
to (1) not increasing the ceiling price for the
lot V option in the F-14 contract between
the Navy and the primary airframe contrac-
tor except in accordance with the terms of
such contract, including the clause provid-
ing for normal technical changes; and (2)
the Navy exercising the optilon for lot V on
or before October 1, 1972, or any subsequent
date prior to December 31, 1972, as may be
mutually agreed upon between the Navy and
the contractor without additional cost to the
government and within the present con-
tract terms and conditions: Provided, That
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in the event the Secretary of Defense de-
termines that any condition prescribed in
clause (1) or (2) cannot be met, he shall
report such fact to the Congress within 90
days after such determination together with
his recommendations regarding the future of
the F-14 program; * * *

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in
other actions associated wth Navy pro-
grams, the committee has recommended
that $75 million of a House reduction of
$121,668,000 in specific programs in the
military personnel account be approved,
but that the $46,668,000 restored be con-
sidered a general increase in order to
give the Navy, as with the other services,
greater flexibility in distribution of the
reductions imposed.

The committee has also recommended
that the appropriation for operation and
maintenance of the Naval Reserve and
the Marine Corps Reserve be returned
to the parent appropriations in action
similar to that taken in regard to the
Army Reserve.

Substantial reductions made by the
House in aircraft and missile programs
have been concurred in by the committee.
These include the requests for LC-130
aircraft associated with the Deepfreeze
operations, and funds for Standard,
Phoenix, Bulldog, and Sidewinder missile
systems. Full or partial restoration of
House reductions were made in programs
associated with the Viking ASW air-
craft, the Sparrow missile, and the P-3C
antisubmarine warfare patrol aircraft.

In the area of shipbuilding and con-
version, the committee recommends that
the conversion of one of two guided mis-
sile frigates be funded and that funding
of $10 million in the procurement appro-
priation for the sea control ship be de-
ferred but that a like amount be pro-
vided for research and development for
this ship. In a similar action, the com-
mittee recommends approval of House
action deleting $60.4 million for the PHM
patrol hydrofoil missile ship in the pro-
curement account and has provided $30.4
million for further research and develop-
ment. In one other action, the commit-
tee recommends the full authorization of
$10 million for the initiation of develop-
ment of a new strategice, long-range, sub-
marine-launched cruise missile,

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Mr. President, funds recommended for
the Department of the Air Force will
provide for an active duty military per-
sonnel end strength of 700,516. In addi-
tion, provision is made for an authorized
average strength for the Air Force Re-
serve of 51,296 and for the Air National
Guard of 87,614.

Planned forces for the Air Force for
fiscal year 1973 include 72 tactical and
attack squadrons, seven air defense in-
terceptor squadrons, 30 strategic bomber
squadrons, 1,064 ICBM launchers and 34
airlift squadrons. The active aircraft in-
ventory is comprised of 10,932 aircraft.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp &
tabulation from the report detailing
these forces for fiscal years 1971, 1972,
and 1973.

There being no objection, the tabula-
ture was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:
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MAJOR AIR FORCE FORCES

Planned t

June 30
1973

Actual,
June 30, June 30
1971 1972

USAF tactical fighter and

attack squadrons (includes

overseas interceplors and

tactical bombers; 75 74 72
USAF air defense interceptor

squadrons 11 9 7

USAF airlift squadrons.
-, 755,107 730,352 717,210
Reserve com

Strategic bomber squadrons.. 33 30 30
ICBM launchers 1,054 1 l'.lg; l.ﬂg
Aircraft invenlory—Active_.. 12,932 11,612 10,932
Active duty military

nel.....

S0

nel (paid ﬂprc;ll training).... (135, 869) (139, 180) (142, 687)
Air National Guard.......... 85839 88,986 88,876
Air Force Reserve..._....... 50,120 50,194 53,811

! Refiects the President’s fiscal year 1973 budget,

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
shall now highlight a few of the more
important items in the Air Force re-
quest.

In regard to the C-5A strategic trans-
port aircraft, the committee has includ-
ed $107.6 million to partially cover prior
year deficiencies in the 76 production
aircraft funded in prior years. The funds
recommended by the committee are sub-
ject to the restrictions and limitations
imposed by the authorizing legislation
contained in the Department of Defense
Procurement and Research and Develop-
ment Authorization Act (Public Law 92-
436).

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the information from the com-
mittee report on this subject be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

C—5A STRATEGIC TRANSPORT ATRCRAFT

The committee’s recommendation for the
appropriation “Aircraft Procurement, Air
Force” includes $107.6 milllon to partially
cover prior year deficiencies in the 76 pro-
duction C-5A aircraft funded in prior years.
The recommended funds are subject to the
restrictions and limitations imposed in Sec-
tion 603 of the Department of Defense Pro-
curement and Research and Development
Authorization Act (Public Law 92-436),
which reads as follows:

“Sec. 603. (a) The amount of $107,600,000
authorized to be appropriated by this Act
for the development and procurement of the
C-5A aircraft may be expended only for the
reasonable and allocable direct and indirect
costs incurred by the prime airframe con-
tractor under a contract entered into with
the United States to carry out the C-5A air-
craft program. No part of such amount may
be used for—

“(1) direct costs of any other contract or
activity of the prime contractor;

““(2) profit on any materials, supplies, or
services which are sold or transferred be-
tween any division, subsidiary, or affiliate of
the prime contractor under the common
control of the prime contractor and such
division, subsidiary, or afilliate;

“{3) bid and proposal costs, independent
research and development costs, and the
cost of other similar unsponsored technical
effort; or

“(4) depreciation and amortization costs
in excess of $4,400,000 on property, plant, or |
equipment. 4
Any of the costs referred to in the preceding
sentence which would otherwise be allocable
to any work funded by such $107,600,000 may
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not be allocated to other portions of the
C-5A alrcraft contract or to any other con-
tract with the United States, but payments
to C-56A aircraft subcontractors shall not be
subject to the restriction referred to in such

“(b) Any payments from such $107,600,000
shall be made to the prime contractor
through a special bank account from which
such contractor may withdraw funds only
after a request containing a detailed justi-
fication of the amount requested has been
submitted to and approved by the contract-
ing officer for the United States. All pay-
ments made from such special bank account
shall be audited by the Defense Contract
Audit Agency of the Department of Defense
and, on a quarterly basis, by the General
Accounting Office. The Comptroller General
shall submit to the Congress not more than
thirty days after the close of each quarter a
report on the audit for such quarter per-
formed by the General Accounting Office pur-
suant to this subsection.

“{¢) The restrictions and controls provided
for in this section with respect to the $107,-
600,000 referred to in subsections (a) and (b)
of this section shall be in addition to such
other restrictions and controls as may be
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense or the
Secretary of the Air Force.”

The C-5A is the largest aircraft ever bulilt
and has a basic mission payload of 100,000
pounds for a 5,560 nautical mile mission, a
maximum speed of 470 knots, a celling of
43,500 feet and a ferry range of 7,200 miles.
The current plan calls for the procurement
of 81 of these aircraft, Including the 5 test
aircraft. The current estimated acquisition
cost of this Bl-aircraft program is approxi-
mately $4,540 million, of which approxi-
mately £4,332 milllon has been made avail-
able through fiscal year 1972.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, for
the E-3A early warning and control
system, the committee has included $233

million of the budgeted $469.9 million for
the continuation of the development for
the system, including incremental fund-
ing for three preproduction aircraft.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that pertinent information from the
committee report on the E-3A aircraft be
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

E-3A AIRBORNE WARNING AND CONTROL SYSTEM
ATRCRAFT

The recommendation of the Committee for
the appropriation “Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation, Air Force” includes $233
million (an increase of $73 million) for the
continuation of the development (including
incremental funding for three pre-production
aircraft) for the E-3A (AWACS) alrcraft
system. The budget included #469.9 million
for this program, of which sum $309.9 mil-
lion was requested in the appropriation “Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force” for three pre-
production aircraft and #160 million in the
appropriation “Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation, Air Force" for the continu-
ation of the development of the system.
Therefore, the total recommended is a reduc-
tion of $236.9 million in the total budget
request.

The funds recommended are for the fol-
lowing purposes:

Continuation of development, $150 wmil-
lion—These funds will provide for the con-
tinuation and flight testing of the radar, the
avionics system, and the overall Systems In-
tegration Demonstration.

Incremental funding of three pre-produc-
tion aircraft, $83,000,000.~These funds will
provide the fiscal year 1973 requirement for
the Incremental funding of three pre-pro=
duction aircraft required for the demon-
stration of all systems objectives, including
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training adequacy and logistic support as-
pects, as well as airborne operational effec=
tiveness and operational sultability.

Attention is called to the fact that the in-
crease in the “Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation, Air Force” appropriation for
the incremental funding of the three pre-
production aircraft is more than off-set by
the reduction resulting from the disallow-
ance of the $309.8 million requested in the
“Alrcraft Procurement, Air Force” appropri-
ation for the full-funding of the three pre-
production aircraft.

The E-3A AWACS aircraft system will be
an airborne surveillance, command, control
and communications system for use by tac-
tical and defensive forces. This alrcraft, a
modified Boeing 707, will be used for both
defensive and tactical operations. Inter-
changeabllity In missions will be accommo-
dated with a change of central processor soft-
ware and with plug-in/plug-out electronics
equipment. The system will be capable of de-
tecting and tracking low flying aircraft tar-
gets in the presence of ground clutter, de-
tecting bomber aircraft and tactical aircraft
at extended ranges, tracking multiple air-
craft targets, 7 to 9 hours on station time at
1,000 nautical miles from its base, and active
interrogation of aircraft.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in
another action, the committee has in-
cluded $910.4 million for the continued
development and initiation of production
for the F-15 air superiority fighter.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the details on this program as
contained in the committee report be
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follow:

F—15 ATR SUPERIORITY FIGHTER

The recommendations of the Committee
include $910.4 million for the continuation
of development and initiation of production
of the Air Force's F-15 air superiority fighter.
The recommended funds are for the following
purposes.

Procurement of aircrajft.—$421.6 million is
recommended for the initial procurement of
30 F-15 alrcraft, of which 7 are TF-15 two~-
seat training aircraft.

Spares and repair parts.—$34.4 million is
recommended for the procurement of spares
and repair parts to support the initial pro-
duction of 30 F-15 aircraft.

Continuation of development and test-
ing—$454.5 million is recommended for the
continuation of the development and testing
of the F-15 aircraft.

The F-15 is a twin-engine, single-crew,
swept-wing advanced tactical fighter being
developed for the air superiority mission. It
is characterized by a high thrust-to-weight
ratio and low wing loading for maximum
maneuverability. It is designed to counter a
series of new Soviet fighter aircraft which
will have counterair capability superior to
our F-4E aircraft. The F-15 will replace the
F—4 as the Air Force’s primary air superiority
aireraft in the mid-seventies. The manu-
facturer is the McDonnell-Douglas Corpo-
ration, and the engines are made by the
Pratt and Whitney Division of United Ailr-
craft Corporation,

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, it is
planned that the B-1 strategic bomber
will ultimately replace the aging B-52's.
The committee has recommended the in-
clusion of $444.5 million for its continued
development.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that material from the report of the
committee dealing with the B-1 bomber
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpt
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
B-1 BOMBER

The committee’s recommendation for the
appropriation “Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation, Air Force” includes $4445
million for the continuation of the develop~
ment of the B-1 strategic bomber aircraft.
The B-1 will replace the B-52 bombers, the
last of which were funded in fiscal year 1961.
The military requirement for this new bomb-
er is based on the concept of malintaining
a mixed force of bombers and missiles in or-
der, to assure our strategic deterrent ca-
pability.

The current estimated cost of this develop=-
ment program, which includes three flight
test alrcraft and one structural fatigue test
airframe, is $2,618.3. Through fiscal year
1972, $689.3 milllon has been made avail-
able.

Advanced airborne mnational command
post aircraft (AANCP) —The budget includ-
ed requests totaling $249,600,000 for the Ad-
vanced Ailrborne National Command Post
aircraft (AANCP), of which $217,600,000 was
for the procurement of six Boeing 747 air-
craft to be configured for this mission and
$32,000,000 was for the development of the
new electronics and communications equip-
ment for installation in these alrcraft. The
specially configured aircraft will provide the
Natlonal Command Authorities with an air-
borne command post system with signif-
icantly greater physical slze, endurance,
flexibility, and nuclear war command and
control capability than the current EC-135
alreraft. This system will significantly ime
prove our capability to control and direct our
strategic forces during a nuclear conflict. The
total planned program of seven aircraft in-
cludes three aircraft for the National Air-
borne Command Post mission, three alreraft
for the support of the Strategic Air Com-
mand, and one standby aircraft. The current
total estimated acquisition cost (procure-
ment and research and development) for
this program is $397.4 million.

The Department of Defense Procurement
and Research and Development Authorlza-
tion Act, 1973 (Public Law 92-436) is based on
$127,000,000 for the procurement of four of
these aircraft and $32,000,000 for research
and development,

The House bill includes $28,700,000 for the
procurement of one “test-bed” aircraft and
$24,500,000 for the research and development
program, for a total of $53,200,000, all of
which was included in the “Research Devel-
opment, Test, and Evaluation, Air Force”
appropriation.

The committee recommends the allowance
of $127,000,000 in the appropriation “Aircraft
Procurement, Air Force'" for the procurement
of four aircraft, as provided for in the Au-
thorization Act, and $24,500,000 in the appro=-
priation “Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation” appropriation for the develop-
ment of the electronics and communications
equipment,

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, ac-
tions taken in regard to the distribution
of reductions for the other services in the
military personnel accounts are also ap-
plicable to the Air Force. And, as previ-
ously indicated, funding for the Air Force
Reserve has been returned to the parent
appropriation.

CIVILIANIZATION OF KP

Mr. President, among the items that
have elicited general interest is the re-
quest for $92,950,000 for civilianization of
the kitchen police function in the serv-
ices. The objective of this program is to
eliminate all KP duties for enlisted per-
sonnel at all posts, camps, and stations
on a worldwide basis, except those at
basic training installations. When fully
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implemented by all the services, it is esti-
mated that the annual cost will be over
$200 million. An amendment on the floor
of the House authorized the implementa-
tion of the program, and the Senate
commitiee has also approved it, based on
the expected favorable effect it will have
in encouraging the all-volunteer concept.
However, funds budgeted for this pro-
gram were not provided by the House,
and the committee has included these
funds in the bill, believing that it is not
feasible to expect the services to attempt
to absorb this amount. However, the
committee, in taking this action, expects
that full implementation of the program
will result in comparable reductions in
the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air
Force—in other words, a reduction in
personnel, the cost of which would ab-
sorb the funds that are being provided
here to implement this service into the
Armed Forces.

One of the arguments used in request-
ing civilianization of KP was that such
work could be performed more cheaply
through the civilianization program than
through the present system. The com-
mittee expects the Department of De-
fense to prove this through reductions
at least comparable to the increases pro-
vided.

Before I conclude, I wish to express
my thanks to all the members of the
commititee and the members of the sub~
committee who have assisted in the
hearings and in the subsequent delibera-
tions. In a measure of this magnitude
and importance, there are bound to be
differences of opinion. Such differences,
if they took place, were settled amicably
with a full understanding and apprecia-
tion of differing views. In particular, I
wish to express my gratitude to the
senior Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Young) who, as ranking minority mem-
ber of the Defense Subcommittee, not
only faithfully attended all the hearings
held by Senator Ellender and the pres-
ent chairman, but also gave of himself,
and of his wisdom and experience, in
fashioning the committee recommenda-
tion now before the Senate.

Mr. President, I hope for quick passage
of this measure.

I now yield the floor so that the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. Youwne) may present his views on
the bill. When he shall have concluded,
I shall seek recognition from the Chair
for the purpose of making a unanimous-
consent request and also for the purpose
of introducing an amendment.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I fully
support the position taken by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, Senator Joaw McCLEL-
LAN, who is in charge of this bill. I will
not go into the details of the items which
the distinguished Senator has covered
very carefully.

I share the concern of Senator Mc-
CrLELLAN over the size of this appropri-
ation and the need for the strictest kind
of economy. I would have the same deep
concern over this country’s becoming a
military state as I would of its becoming
a welfare state. -

With the sudden passing of our dear
friend, the late Senator Allen J. Ellender,
Senator McCLELLAN was placed in the
position of handling this huge appropria~-
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tions bill on very short notice. It was
especially difficult for him because he is
deeply involved in a campaign of his own
in his home State. I have watched with
great admiration his grasp of the highly
complex issues involved in this compli-
cated bill. I am sure it meant many hours
of intense study and evaluation, He has
a very considerable knowledge of this
bill and this, coupled with his always
good judegment and concern for economy,
makes his handling of this bill a great
contribution to the Congress and to the
security of this Nation.

Both Chairman McCLeLrAN and I had
the benefit of one of the most able staff
members I have ever worked with either
on the Appropriations Committee or any
other committee of the Senate, Mr. Bill
Woodruff. Few, if any, have his depth
of knowledge and understanding of our
defense system, There are three other
staff members who deserve special recog-
nition for their contribution to the prep-
aration of this bill, Mr. Fran Hewitt, a
longtime able member of the staff of the
Appropriations Committee; a relatively
new staffi member, Mr. Pete Bonner, a
marine pilot and recent veteran of the
Vietnam war; and Miss Jane McMillan,
who contributed many long and tireless
hours.

Mr. President, the defense appro-
priations bill which we are considering
today I believe represents the best pos-
sible compromise between those who be-
lieve we need much more money for an
adequate national defense and security
and those who sincerely believe that the
defense budget could be sharply cut with-
out endangering our defense posture.

The budget we are considering today
is $74,604,698,000, which is $27.150 mil-
lion over the amount approved by the
House. It does represent a drastic cut of
the requests of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, the civilian Secretary
of Defense Laird, the Secretaries of the
Armed Services and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. It is more than $5 billion below
the budget request.

The Secretary of Defense, Melvin
Laird, and all other top officials in the
Department of Defense requested that
the Senate restore $2.3 billion of the cut
imposed by the House.

Mr. President, we on the Appropria-
tions Committee felt that restoration of
this amount was just impossible, and
unnecessary. We did restore only those
sums that Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird deemed most urgent and critical.
We even deleted a few of these very
urgently requested restorations.

May I point out again that the Senate
restored only $700 million of the over $2
billion requested by the Pentagon.

While this is still a big budget, it is
the lowest in percentage of overall
military expenditures of the Federal
Government since World War II. Some
of the major reasons why sharp cuts
could not be made include:

First. Pay for military and civilian per-
sonnel has doubled in the last 5 years.
Even though there has been a reduction
of more than 1,250,000 in personnel, both
military and civilian, in the Defense De-
partment in the last 2 years, the cost of
overall personnel remains approximately
the same. This personnel cost represents
56 percent of the total budget.
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Second, the cost for retired military
personnel is increasing every year and
the amount in the bill is $4,358,000,000.
This is a mandatory expenditure.

Third, inflation and the ever more
sophisticated military weapons have
doubled, tripled, and sometimes even in-
creased the costs of weapons such as a
fighter plane by as much as 500 percent
in the last 5 years.

Fourth, few people realize that the
additional costs to meet pollution and
environmental requirements in this bill
alone increased the total appropriation
by more than $1 billion.

Mr. President, I often hear the argu-
ment that we have the nuclear capability
of destroying any potential enemy sev-
eral times over, and thus, we can sharply
reduce military expenditures. It is un-
doubtedly true that we have this ca-
pability, but we cannot afford to stand
still while Russia is sharply increasing
her capability. We cannot afford to be-
come & second-rate power to Russia even
in the nuclear area.

For several years, when Robert Mec-
Namara was the Secretary of Defense,
we put most of the emphasis on nuclear
capability and did little about improving
our capability for fighting a conventional
war. With the massive nuclear capability
of nations to destroy each other in a
nuclear war, it is entirely possible that
we may never have a nuclear war.

Polson gas was used in World War I
quite extensively, but in World War II,
even though both sides had a tremen-
dous gas war capability, gas was never
used. We may well have a similar situa-
tion with respect to the use of nuclear
weapons in future years.

The unfortunate war we have been
engaged in Vietnam in recent years has
been totally conventional. Should we
find ourselves in a war in the Middle
East—and God forbid—that, too, would
undoubtedly be a conventional war.

Too, Mr. President, while we have been
fighting a war in Vietnam and with too
many commitments elsewhere in the
world, we have had to increase our con-
ventional war capability considerably.
More has to be done if we are not to
become a second-rate military power.

Janes of London, recognized as one of
the outstanding military authorities in
the world, and most other reputable mili-
tary authorities, believe that we are a
second-rate power to Russia in many im-
portant categories. This is particularly
true of much of our naval capability.
They have a far greater number of sub-
marines and strategic eruise missiles. We
have no strategic cruise missiles at this
time.

The Russian Army is by far the great-
est in size in the world and undoubtedly
in capability as well.

The Russian Foxbat fighter plane flies
higher and faster than any fighter plane
we have. There is money in this budget
for the proposed new ¥F-15 fighter which
we believe would have all the capability
of the Russian Foxbat and more—but
even if this program is fully funded, it
would be at least 3 years before these
new planes would be available.

The present fighter planes for our air-
craft carriers are old and fast becoming
obsolete. The F-14 fighter, which the
Navy had hoped would soon replace our
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present carrier based plane, will not be
available as previously scheduled. Here,
again, one of the major problems is in-
flation and the sharply escalated cost of
the plane.

There have been some delays, too, in
the development of a newer and more
powerful engine for this plane, as well
as the F-15. To underfund the develop-
ment of these new engines would be a
serious mistake.

Our B-52 bombers, the backbone of our
Strategic Air Command, will soon be
20 years old and are fast becoming ob-
solete and uneconomical to maintain.
There is money in this bill, and I deem it
a very highly important item, for re-
search and development on a new and
much more modern bomber—the B-1.
But this plane, even if we move ahead as
scheduled, would not be operational for
at least 5 years.

While admittedly the Russians do have
greater capability in some areas, on bal-
ance most military authorities believe
that we still have greater capability and
technological advantage. Russia is mak-
ing great strides and, if we were to relax
our efforts, we could within even a short
period of 2 or 3 years become a second-
rate power to Russia.

Mr, President, these are only a few
reasons why I believe it is necessary that
we appropriate the money in this bill
which is urgently needed for our na-
tional security requirements.

Through our defense research and de-
velopment program, we have made great
strides toward better technology in al-
most every category. The Russian effort

in research and development is a huge
one and they, too, have made great prog-
ress. Only through research and develop-
ment can we hope to keep abreast in this

highly essential technology for both
military and civilian needs.

The Armed Services Committees of the
two Houses and the House Appropria-
tions Committee together made a total
cut in research and development funds
of $763,199,000. Only as the result of ur-
gent requests did the Appropriations
Committee restore $311,000,000 of this
cut. Thus, we will not have anywhere
near the amount of funds in this im-
portant area as requested by the Depart-
ment of Defense.

This cut will not only have a very seri-
ous adverse effect on our military re-
quirements but it will, according to Dr.
John Foster, Director of Defense Re-
search and Engineering, mean a further
cut in employment of approximately 75,-
000 people.

Mr. President, I do not believe it is nec-
essary now, or ever has been, for the
United States to maintain the biggest
military force in the world—but I have
always strongly believed that the weap-
ons we do have should be the most mod-
ern possible, and not second best to those
of any potential adversary.

When we became involved in World
War I, as well as World War II, our
enemies had far more modern and bet-
ter military equipment and capability
and technology. One of my major objec-
tives as ranking Republican on the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee and the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee is
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to make sure that we will do everything
we can to assure that we have the most
modern weapons possible and that we
will not become a second rate power to
anyone.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments be agreed to en bloc and
that the bill as thus amended be consid-
ered as original text for the purpose of
further amendment, provided that no
points of order be considered as having
been waived thereby.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand the
Senator may have a correction in one of
the committee amendments affecting KP.
I want to make sure that we understand
that, because I have an amendment
related to the same subject. And I want
to be sure that if the Senator offers a
separate amendment, I am not foreclosed
from putting in my amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will the Senator
yield so that I may make a statement?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I might advise the
Senator that I am now going to offer an
amendment to a part of the bill to which
he refers, I am advised that probably he
will submit an amendment.

We exclude from this request not only
the amendment that the Senator may
offer, but those that any other Senator
might offer to that section of the bill.
If I may proceed with the amendment
I am going to offer, I think this would
take care of the Senator's request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the request of the
Senator from Arkansas. Is there objec-
tion? The Chair hears none. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

On page 2, line 10, after the word
“elsewhere”, strike out “$7,488,461,000”
and insert “$7,533,063,000".

On page 2, line 18, after the word
“cadets”, strike out $5,260,081,000” and
insert ““$5,306,749,000, of which not more
than $1,000,000 shall be available for
payment of transportation bills for ship-
ment of household goods and for trans-
portation costs already incurred and
chargeable to the fiscal year 1971 Mili-
tary Personnel, Navy appropriation:
Provided, That such payments shall not
result in adjustments in the account of
that appropriation.”

On page 3, line 16, after the word
“‘cadets”, strike out *““$7,122,703,000" and
insert “$7,150,575,000".

On page 3, line 25, after the word
“law", strike out “$498,734,000” and in-
sert “$453,734,000".

On page 5, line 7, after the word “law”,
strike out “$578,179,000” and insert
*“$568,179,000".

On page 6, after line 3, strike out:

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Army, including administration;
medical and dental care of personnel entitled
thereto by law or regulation (including
charges of private facilities for care of
military personnel, except elective private

treatment), and other measures necessary to
protect the health of the Army; care of the
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dead; chaplains' activities; awards and
medals; welfare and recreation; recruiting
expenses; transportation of things; com-
munications services; maps and similar data
for military purposes; military surveys and
engineering planning; repair of facilities;
hire of passenger motor vehicles; tuition and
fees incident to training of military personnel
at civilian institutions; field exercises and
maneuvers; expenses for the Reserve Officers’
Training Corps and other units at educa-
tional institutions, as authorized by law; as
follows: for strategic forces, $109,184,000; for
general purpose forces, $1,655,990,000; for
intelligence and communications, $414.918,-
000; for airlift and sealift, $44,059,000; for
central supply and maintenance, $2,108,448,-
000; for training operations, $625,825,000; for
medical activities, $564,073,000; for general
personnel activities, $261,755,000; for admin-
istration and associated activities, $378,756,-
000; and for the support of other nations,
$524,242,000; in all: $6,5687,250,000, and in
addition, $100,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the Army stock fund. Of the
total amount of this appropriation not to
exceed $3,453,000 can be used for emergencies
and extraordinary expenses to be expended
on the approval or authority of the Secretary
of the Army, and payment may be made on
his certificate of necessity for confidential
military purposes, and his determination
shall be final and conclusive upon the
accounting officers of the Government. Not
less than $231,000,000 of the total amount
of this appropriation shall be avalilable only
for the maintenance of real property facili-
ties.

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Army, including administration;
medical and dental care of personnel entitled
thereto by law or regulation (including
charges of private facilities for care of mili-
tary personnel, except elective private treat-
ment), and other measures necessary to
protect the health of the Army; care of the
dead; chaplains’ activities; awards and
medals; welfare and recreation; recruiting
expenses;, transportation services; commu-
nications services; maps and similar data for
military purposes; military surveys and engi-
neering planning; repair of facilities; hire of
passenger motor vehicles; tuition and fees
incident to training of military personnel at
civilian institutions; field exercises and
maneuvers; expenses for the Reserve Officers’
Tralning Corps and other units at educa-
tional institutions, as authorized by law:
and not to exceed £3,453,000 for emergencies
and extraordinary expenses, to be expended
on the approval or authority of the Secre-
tary of the Army, and payments may be made
on his certificate of necessity for confidential
military purposes, and his determination
shall be final and conclusive upon the ac-
counting officers of the Government:
$6,800,619,000, and in addition, $100,000,000
which shall be derived by transfer from the
Army Stock Fund, of which not less than
$240,000,000 shall be available only for the
maintenance of real property facilities.

On page 8, after line 16, strike out:

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Navy and the Marine Corp, including
alrcraft and vessels, modification of alreraft,
missiles, missile systems, and other ordnance;
design of vessels; training and education of
members of the Navy; administration; re-
cruiting expenses; hire of passenger motor
vehicles; welfare and recreation; medals,
awards, emblems, and other insignia; trans-
portation of things; industrial mobilization;
medical and dental care; care of the dead;
charter and hire of vessels; relief of vessels in
distress; maritime salvage services; military
communications facilities on merchant ves-
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gcls; annulty premiums and retirement
benefits for civilian members of teaching
services; tuition, allowances, and fees inci-
dent to training of military personnel at
civillan institutions; repair of facilities; de-
partmental salaries; conduct of schoolrooms,
service clubs, chapels, and other instruction-
al, entertainment, and welfare expenses for
Lhe enlisted men; procurement of services,
special clothing, supplies, and eguipment;
lustallation of equipment in publiec or pri-
vate plants; exploration, prospecting, con-
servation, development, use, and operation
of the naval petroleum and oil shale re-
serves, as authorized by law; as follows: for
strategic forces, $305,179,000; for general
purposes forces, $1,713,060,000; for intelli-
gence and communications, $306,989,000; for
central supply and maintenance, $1,936,5683,-
000; for training operations, $289,882,000;
for medical activities, $315,946,000; for gen-
eral personnel activities, £70,009,000; for ad-
ministration and associated activities, $170,-
334,000; and for the support of other na-
tions, $76,797,000; in all: §5,134,779,000, and
in addition, $50,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the Navy stock fund. Of the
total amount of this appropriation not to ex-
ceed £3,182,000 can be used for emergencies
and extraordinary expenses, to be expended
on the approval or authority of the Secretary
of the Navy, and payment may be made on
his certificate of necessity for confidential
military purposes, and his determination
shall be final and conclusive upon the ac-
counting officers of the Government. Not less
than $127,000,000 of the total amount of this
appropriation shall be available only for the
maintenance of real property facilities.

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, including
aircraft and vessels; modification of aircraft,
missiles, missile systems, and other ord-
nance; design of vessels; training and educa-
tion of members of the Navy; administration;
procurement of military personnel; hire of
passenger motor vehicles; welfare and rec-
reation; medals, awards, emblems, and other
Insignia; transportation of things (including
transportation of household effects of civilian
employees); industrial mobilization; medi-
cal and dental care; care of the dead; charter
and hire of vessels; rellef of vessels in dis-
tress; maritime salvage services; military
communications facilities on merchant ves-
sels; annuity premiums and retirement bene-
fits for civilian members of teaching services;
tuition, allowances, and fees incident to
tralning of military personnel at civilian In-
stitutions; repalr of facilities; departmental
salarles; conduct of schoolrooms, service
clubs, chapels, and other instructional, en-
tertainment, and welfare expenses for the
enlisted men; procurement of services, special
clothing, supplies, and equipment; installa-
tion of equipment in public or private plants;
exploration, prospecting, conservation, de-
velopment, use, and operation of the naval
petroleum and oil shale reserves, as au-
thorized by law; and not to exceed $3,182,000
for emergency and extraordinary expenses,
as authorized by section 7202 of title 10,
United States Code, to be expended on the
approval or authority of the Secretary and
his determination shall be final and conclu-
sive upon the accounting officers of the Gov-
ernment; £5,287,798,000, and in addition, $50,-
000,000 which shall be derived by transfer
from the Navy Btock Fund, of which not less
than $135,000,000 shall be available only for
maintenance of real property facilities.

On page 11, after line 14, strike out:

For expenses, necessary for the operation
and maintenance of the Marine Corps, in-
cluding equipment and facilities; procure-
ment of military personnel; training and edu-
cation of regular and reserve personnel, in-
cluding tultion and other costs incurred at
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civilian schools; welfare and recreation; con-
duct of schoolrooms, service clubs, chapels,
and other instructional, entertainment, and
welfare expenses for the enlisted men; pro-
curement and manufacture of military sup-
plies, equipment, and clothing; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; transportation of
things; medals, awards, emblems, and other
insignia; operation of statlon hospitals, dis-
pensarles and dental clinics; and departmen-
tal salaries;, as follows: for strategic forces,
£6,000: for general purpose forces, $188,808,-
000; for intelligence and communications,
$816,000; for central supply and mainte-
nance, $82,669,000; for training operations,
$61,244,000; for administration and assocl-
ated activities, $27,968,000; and for the sup-
port of other nations, $018,000; in all: $372,-
420,000. Not less than $37,600,000 of the total
amount of this appropriation shall be avail-
able only for the maintenance of real prop-
erty facilities.

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

For expenses, necessary for the operation
and maintenance of the Marine Corps in-
cluding eguipment and facilities; procure-
ment of military personnel; training and
education of regular and reserve personnel,
including tuition and other costs incurred
at civillan schools; welfare and recreation:
conduct of schoolrooms, service clubs,
chapels, and other instructional, entertain-
ment, and welfare expenses for the enlisted
men; procurement and manufacture of mili-
tary supplies, equipment, and clothing; hire
of passenger motor vehicles; transportation
of things; medals, awards, emblems, and
other insigma; operation of station hospitals,
dispensaries, and dental clinics; and depart-
mental salaries; $381,823,000, of which not
less than $38,000,000 shall be available only
for the maintenance of real property
Tacilities.

On page 13, after line 1, strike oub:

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation, maintenance, and
administration of the Air Force, including the
Alr Force Reserve Officer's Training Corps;
operation, maintenance, and modification of
aircraft and missiles; transportation of
things; repair and maintenance of facilities;
field printing plants; hire of passenger motor
vehicles; recruiting expenses; training and
instruction of military personnel of the Air
Force, including tuition and related expenses;
pay, allowances, and travel expenses of con-
tract surgeons; repair of private property and
other necessary expenses of combat maneu-
vers; care of the dead; chaplain and other
welfare and morale supplies and equipment;
conduct of schoolrooms, service clubs,
chapels, and other instructional, entertain-
ment, and welfare expenses for enlisted men
and patients not otherwise provided for:
awards and decorations; Industrial mobiliza-
tion, including maintenance of reserve plants
and equipment and procurement planning;
special services by contract and otherwise; as
follows: for strategic forces, $£1,082,926,000;
for general purpose forces, $920,752,000: for
intelligence and communications, $587,464 -
000; for airlift and sealift, $176,402,000: for
central supply and maintenance, 2,163,187,
000; for training operations, $495,521,000: for
medical activities, $322,903,000; for adminis-
tration and associated activities, 8190,768,000;
and for the support of other nations, $274,-
747,000; in all: $6,173,680,000, and in addi-
tlon, $50,000,000 shall be derived by transfer
from the Defense stock fund. Of the total
amount of this appropriation not to exceed
$2,249,000 can be used for emergencies and
extraordinary expenses, to be expended on
the approval or authority of the Secretary of
the Air Force, and payment may be made on
his certificate of necessary for confidential
military purposes, and his determination
shall be final and conclusive upon the ac-
counting officers of the Government. Not less
than $216,700,000 of the total amount of
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this appropriation shall be available only
for the maintenance of real property
facilities.

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation, maintenance,
and administration of the Air Force, includ-
ing the Air Force Reserve and the Alr Reserve
Offices’ Training Corps; operation, main-
tenance, and modification of alrcraft and
missiles; transportation of things; repair
and maintenance of facilities; field printing
plants; hire of passenger motor vehicles;
recruiting advertising expenses; training and
instruction of military personnel of the Air
Force, including tuition and related ex-
penses; pay, allowances, and travel expenses
of contract surgeons; repalr of private
property and other necessary expenses of
combat maneuvers; care of the dead; chap-
lain and other welfare and morale supplies
and equipment; conduct of schoolrooms,
service clubs, chapels, and other instruction-
al, entertainment, and welfare expenses for
enlisted men and patients not otherwiss
provided for; awards and decorations; In-
dustrial mobillzation, including maintenance
of reserve plants and equipment and pro-
curement planning; special services by con-
tract or otherwise; and not to exceed $2,249,-
000 for emergencies and extraordinary ex-
penses, to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Secretary of the Air Foree,
and payments may be made on his certif-
icate of mnecessity for confidential military
purposes, and his determination shall ba
final and conclusive upon the accounting
officers of the Government; $6.,424,705,000,
and in addition, $50,000,000 which shall be
derived by transfer from the Defense Stock
Fund, of which not less than $220,000,000
shall be available only for the maintenancs
of real property facilities.

On .page 15, after line 17,
out:

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of activities and agencies of the Department
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments and the Civil Defense Preparedness
Agency), Including administration; hire of
passenger motor vehicles; welfare and recre-
ation; awards and decorations; travel ex-
penses, including expenses of temporary
duty travel of military personnel; transpor-
tation of things; industrial mobilization;
care of the dead; tultion and fees incident
to the training of military personnel at civil-
fan institutions; repair of facilities; depart-
mental salarles; procurement of services,
special clothing, supplies, and equlpment;
field printing plants; information and edu-
cational services for the Armed Forces; com-
munication services; as follows: for Secre-
tary of Defense activities, $43,369,000; for
the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
$8,118,000; for the Office of Information of
the Armed Forces, $9,703,000; for the Armed
Forces Institute, $6,486,000; for intelligence
and communication activities, $447.887,000;
for the Defense Nuclear Agency, £10,970,000;
for the Defense Supply Agency, $683,758,000;
for the Defense Contract Audit Apency, $57,-
853,000; in all: $1,267,644,000. Of the total
amount of this appropriation not to exceed
#4,316,000 can be used for emergencies and
extraordinary expenses, to be expended on
the approval or authority of the Secretary of
Defense, and payment may be made on his
certificate of necessity for confidential mili-
tary purposes, and his determination shall
be final and conclusive upon the accounting
officers of the Government. Not less than
$14,430,000 of the total amount of this ap-
propriation shall be available only for the
maintenance of real property facilities,

And, in lieu thereof, insert:
For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance

strikz
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of activities and agencies of the Department
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments and the Civil Defense Freparedness
Agency), including administration; hire of
passenger motor vehicles; welfare and recre-
ation; awards and decorations; travel ex-
penses, Including expenses of temporary
duty travel of military personnel; transpor-
tation of things (including transportation of
household effects of civilian employees); in-
dustrial mobilization; care of the dead; tul-
tion and fees incident to the training of
military personnel at civilian institutions;
repair of facilities; departmental salarles;
procurement of services, special clothing,
supplies, and equipment; field printing
plants; information and educational services
for the Armed Forces; communication serv-
ices; and not to exceed $4,216,000 for emer-
gency and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
SBecretary of Defense for such purposes as he
deems appropriate, and his determination
thereon shall be final and conclusive upon
the accounting officers of the Government;
$1,273,244 000, of which not less than $14,-
430,000 shall be available only for the main-
tenance of real property facilities.

On page 17, after line 20, strike out:
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training organization, and
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair
of facilitles and eguipment; hire of pas-

senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor-

tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment;
and communications; $199,200,000, of which
not less than $9,000,000 shall be available
only for the maintenance of real property
facilities,

On page 18, after line 5, strike out:
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAvY RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance,
including training, organization, and admin-
istration, of the Navy Reserve; repair of fa-
cilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recrulting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $136,118,000, of which not less
than $8,000,000 shall be available only for the
maintenance of real property facilities.

On page 18, after line 15, strike out:
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for
necessary for the operation and maintenance,
including training, organization, and admin-
istration, of the Marine Corps Reserve; re-
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; travel and transporta-
tion; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment;
and communications; 8,004,000, of which
not less than $500,000 shall be available only
for the maintenance of real property
facilities.

On page 19, after line 2, strike out:
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FoORCE
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance,
including training, organization, and admin-
istration, of the Air Force Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $189,250,000, of which not less
than #$3,300,000 shall be available only for
the maintenance of real property facilities.

On page 20, line 5, after the word “air-
craft”, strike out “$433,120,000” and in-
sert “$453,267,000".
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On page 21, at the beginning of line
3, strike out “$448,508,000” and insert
*$460,143,000".

On page 21, line 14, after the word
“Board”, strike out “$159,000” and insert
“$100,000".

On page 23, line 6, after the word
“purposes”, strike out “$43,500,000” and
insert “$38,800,000”; and, in line 7, after
the word “addition”, strike out “$85,000,-
000" and insert “$95,000,000, of which
$10,000,000 shall be derived by transfer
from ‘Aircraft Procurement, Army, 1972/
1974, and $85,000,000".

On page 24, line 1, after the word
“purposes”, strike out “$691,100,000” and
insert “$663,900,000”; and, in line 2, af-
ter the word “addition”, strike out “$13,-
600,000 and insert *“$36,500,000".

On page 24, line 19, after the word
“purposes”, strike out “$279,200,000”
and insert “$190,400,000, and in ad-
dition, $56,000,000, of which $35,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from ‘Pro-
curement of Equipment and Missiles,
Army, 1971/1973’, and $21,000,000 which
shall be derived by transfer from ‘Pro-
curement of Weapons and Tracked Com-
bat Vehicles, Army, 1972/1974' ",

On page 25, at the beginning of line
13, strike out “$1,318,800,000" and insert
“$1,262,800,000, and in addition $56,000,-
000, of which $31,000,000 shall be derived
by transfer from ‘Procurement of Am-
munition, Army, 1972/1974', and $25,-
000,000 which shall be derived by trans-
fer from the Army Industrial Fund”.

On page 26, line 11, after the word
“purposes”, strike out “$597,500,000"” and
insert “$592,700,000”; and, in line 12,
after the word “addition”, strike out
“$25,000,000” and insert “$37,500,000".

On page 27, line 1, after the word
“plants”, strike out “$3,682,140,000" and
insert “$3,578,040,000”; and, in line 2,
after the word “addition”, strike out
*$40,000,000” and insert “$155,000,000, of
which “$74,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the Navy Stock Fund,
$20,000,000 which shall be derived by
transfer from ‘Procurement of Aircraft
and Missiles, Navy, 1972/1974', and
$61,000,000".

On page 27, line 21, after the word
“amended”, strike out “$3,017,600,000"
and insert “$2.970,600,000".

On page 28, line 22, after the word
“plants”, strike out “$2,328,400,000” and
insert “$2,316,400,000”; and, in line 24,
after the word “addition”, strike out
$25,000,000” and insert “$90,000,000, of
which $40,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer from ‘Other Procurement, Navy,
1972/1974°, and $50,000,000".

On page 29, line 13, after the word
“‘only”, strike out “$173,400,000” and in-
sert “$162,400,000”; and, in the same
line, after the word “addition”, strike out
“$10,000,000” and insert “$21,000,000, of
which $5,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer from ‘Procurement, Marine
Corps 1972/1974", and $16,000,000".

On page 30, line 8, after the word
“things”, strike out “$2,368,000,000” and
insert “$2,152,100,000”; in line 9, after
the word “addition”, strike out “$135,-
000,000 and insert “$443,000,000"; at the
beginning of line 10, strike out “$110,-
000,000” and insert “$135,000,000"; in
line 11, after “1971/1973", insert “$115,-
000,000 which shall be derived by trans-
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fer from the Air Force Stock Fund, $35 -~
000,000 which shall be derived by trans-
fer from the Defense Stock Fund, $118 -
000,000 which shall be derived by trans-
fer from the Army Stock Fund”; and, ia
line 16, after the word “and”, strike out
*$25,000,000” and insert ‘‘$40,000,000”.

On page 31, at the beginning of line
9, strike out *“$1,637,500,000” and insert
“$1,670,000,000"; and, in the same line,
after the word “addition”, strike out
“$25,000,000" and insert “$35,000,000, of
which $4,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer from ‘Missile Procurement, Air
Force, 1972/1974', and $31,000,000",

On page 32, line 6, after the word
“amended”, strike out “$2,139,300,000”
and insert “$2,099,300,000".

On page 33, line 1, after “$7,700,000",
insert a comma and “of which $2,700,000
shall be derived by transfer from the
Defense Stock Fund, $2,300,000 which
shall be derived by transfer from ‘Pro-
curement Defense Agencies, 1971/1873",
and $2,700,000".

On page 33, line 15, after thg word
“law”, strike out *$1,746,132,000” and
insert “$1,879,002,000".

On page 33, line 25, after the word
“law”, strike out “$2,504,343,000” and in-
sert “$2,598,213,000.

On page 34, line 9, after the word
“law”, strike out *“$3,080,940,000 and in-
sert “$3,161,040,000".

On page 34, at the beginning of line
16, strike out “Defense”; in the same line,
after the word “Civil”, insert “Defense”;
and, in line 21, after the word “law’”,
strike out ‘$435,513,000" and insert
“$467,313,000".

On page 35, after line 11, strike out:
DIrRECTOR OF TEST AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
of independent activities of the Director of
Defense Test and Evaluation in the direc-
tlon and supervision of test and evaluation,
fncluding initial operational testing and
evaluation; and performance of joint testing
and evaluation; and administrative expenses
In connection therewith, $27,000,000, to re-
n;.;;n available for obligation until June 28,
1974.

On page 38, line 16, after the word
“exceeding”, strike out *“$172,700,000”
and insert “$176.200,000".

On page 40, line 7, after the word
“amended”, insert a semicolon and “and
(1) for reimbursement to the General
Services Administration for expenses of
the National Industrial Equipment Re-
serve incurred pursuant to section 8 of
the National Industrial Reserve Act of
1948 (62 Stat. 1225, 50 U.S.C. 459) ",

On page 46, line 11, after the word
“except”, insert a comma and “after
May 31, 1973,”.

On page 48, line 6, after the word
“Provided”, strike out “That the fore-
going authority shall not be available
for the conversion of heating plants
from coal to oil at defense facilities in
Europe: Provided jurther,”.

On page 49, line 22, after the word
“possessions”, strike out the comma and
“or specialty metals”.

On page 54, line 13, after the word
“exceed"”, strike out “$750,000,000” and
insert “$850,000,000”; in line 16, after
the word *“funds”, strike out “or any
subdivision thereof,”; and, in line 24,
after the word “personnel”, strike out the
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colon and “Provided jurther, That not
less than $92,950,000 of the authority
granted in this section shall be avail-
able only for the Civilianization of
Kitchen Police program of the Depart-
ment of Defense”,

On page 55, line 11, after the word
“exceed”, strike out “$2,500,000,000" and
insert “$2,735,000,000".

On page 58, after line 3, strike out:

Sec. T43. None of the funds available to the
Department of Defense shall be utilized for
the conversion of heating plants from coal
to oll at defense facilities in Europe.

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

SEec. T43. None of the funds made available
in this Act shall be used for Exercise Re-
forger or Exercise Crested Cap or similar
dual base exercises.

On page 58, after line 9, insert a new
title, as follows:
TITLE VIII
ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATIONS

Sgc. 801. In addition to any other funds
authorized to be appropriated during the
fiscal year 1073 for the use of the Armed
Forces of the United States for procurement,
there is hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated during the fiscal year 1973 for the use
of the Armed Forces of the United States for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, and other
weapons, as authorized by law, in amounts
as follows:

Afrcraft
For aircraft:
For the Navy and Marine
Corps
For the Air Force
Missiles

$134, 400, 000
335, 500, 000

For missiles:
For the Army
For the Navy
For the Air Force.
Other Weapons
For other weapons:
For the Army 3, 600, 000

SEc. 802. Subsection (a) (1) of section 401
of Public Law 89-367, as amended by section
601(b) of Public Law 92-436, is hereby
amended by deleting “$2,500,000,000” and in-
serting "'$2,735,000,000" in lieu thereof.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, yes-
terday the full committee, in acting on
this bill, recommended restoration of the
following House reductions in funds re-
quested for the civilianization of kitchen
police program:

Operation and maintenance, Army,
$65,000,000; operation and maintenance,
Navy, $6,650,000; operation and main-
tenance, Marine Corps, $1,300,000; and
operation and maintenance, Air Force,
$20,000,000, for a total of $92,950,000.

Late last night, after consultation be-
ween the staff and Gen. John A. Kjell-
strom, Director of Army Budget, the
committee was advised that, due to some
revisions in the Army’s planned program,
only an additional $32 million was re-
quired to fully implement the Army’s
planned program. General Kjellstrom
further advised:

We have no objection if the funds are
withdrawn either during joint conference
action or in any other means you propose.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that General Kjellstrom’s letter ad-
dressed to Mr. William W. Woodruff,
counsel of the committee, be included in
the Recorp at this point.

4, 300, 000
65, 300, 000
39, 800, 000
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SEPTEMBER 20, 1972,
Mr, WirLiam W. WoODRUFF,
Counsel, Committee on Appropriations, U.S.
Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear BiuL: I note that Full Committee ac-
tion has restored the mess attendant program
to each of the Services. I assure you that this
restoration is most appreciated by all con-
cerned. In ., .eeping with my policy of full dis-
closure of cost, both increases and decreases,
I must suggest that you provided 33 million
too much in the restoration of the program.

The original President’s Budget request
was §99 million. Upon receipt of £rm cost in-
formation from Army subordinate commands,
it has been determined and reported in my
testimony on the SEA Supplemental on 12
September that $33 milllon was available for
application against other priority projects.
Although the additional $33 million could be
applied to other Army on-going activities, we
have no objection if the funds are withdrawn
either during Joint Conference action or in
any other means you propose.

Sincerely,
J. A, KJELLSTROM,
Major General, GS Director of Army Budget.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I want to thank
General Kijellstrom for his attention
given to this matter. I point out that
this is the type of cooperation that exists
between the committee and the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Army, the Navy,
the Marine Corps, and the Air Force.

Mr. President, I call up the amend-
ment to which I have referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:

On page 8, line 12 strike $6,899,619,000 and
insert $6,866,619,000.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the
amendment I have just offered on be-
half of the committee is in nature of a
perfecting amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
adoption of this amendment not prevent
the senior Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
ProxMIrRe) or any other Senator from
offering amendments to further reduce
the same appropriation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, I am
ready to yield the balance of my time
on the amendment unless someone else
wants to be heard. Does the Senator
from North Dakota wish to be heard on
the amendment?

Mr. YOUNG. No.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
seek recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT ON DEFENSE
APPROPRIATION ACT—H.R. 16593

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am,
with some trepidation, about to make a
unanimous-consent request. It is evi-
dently impossible to finish the bill today,
50 I ask unanimous consent that begin-
ning on Monday when the pending busi-
ness, the Defense Arpropriation bill, is
laid before the Senate there be a time
limitation of 2 hours on the bill, 1 hour
on amendments, and !4 hour on amend-
ments to amendments, with the excep-
tion that any amendment having to do
with ending the war or an across-the-
board slash be exempted from such a
time agreement.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, there will be
an amendment, I am told. It may be the
two Senators from Washington, the Sen-
ator from Mississippi, and others would
want to consider a specific time limita-
tion, but I do not know, The amendment
has not been presented. I do not know,
but the Senator is asking for 1 hour on
amendments?

Mr. MANSFIELD, Yes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is all right.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. And time is not
to begin running on Monday until after
the pending business is laid down. If
there can be votes on amendments this
afternoon, fine and dandy. There would
be no time limitation applicable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr, MATHIAS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

Mr,. MANSFIELD. If I may add to the
request, I would say that if this request
is granted the time would be divided
between the distinguished chairman of
the committee and the ranking Repub-
lican member of the committee.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. We have just re-
ceived the Whip notice for Monday and
Tuesday. The other large, important ap-
propriation bill that every Senator will
be interested in is the HEW bill, which is
now at the desk. I want Senators to know
that after the cloture vote, the HEW
appropriation bill will be brought up
some time Tuesday afternoon. Is that
correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct, un-
less cloture is invoked.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; then, we would
proceed with the consumer bill if cloture
is invoked. If it is not we would proceed
sometime in the afternoon with HEW.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I would like
to inquire——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for just 4 min-
ute?

Mr. MATHIAS. Certainly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should add an
addendum, in answer to the question
propounded. If cloture is invoked and
the consumer measure disposed of, HEW
will be the pending business.

Mr. MAGNUSON. If cloture is invoked
we will proceed to finish the bill, whether
it is that day or as long as we go.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr, MATHIAS, Mr. President, I would
like to inquire of the distinguished ma-
jority leader if it is his intention to con-
tinue this debate this afternoon, or
would he consider that we would begin
the time limitation he suggested under
the request for unanimous consent on
Monday?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The time limita-
tion would begin on Monday, but it would
be the Senator from Montana's personal
desire and wish that if there are any
amendments which could be offered and
voted on this afternoon that they be of-
fered and voted on, but whether that will
happen, I cannot say.

Mr. MATHIAS. Further reserving the
right to object, I want to cooperate with
the leadership in every way possible. I
do not want to interpose any arbitrary
objections. I know the leadership since
yesterday aftermoon has been seeking
some sort of unanimous agreement which
would accelerate action on this bill. I do
not think the bill should be postponed
any longer than is necessary, but as we
observed in a short colloquy a few mo-
ments ago, it is one of the largest appro-
priations since the end of World War I1;
it is, in effect, an assessment per capita
on every American man, woman, and
child of $375; and it is a complex bill.
The committee repart was not available
until 10:30 this morning. The bill itself
is a long bill and, of course, we have bare-
ly one-half of the Senate present.

I think what the majority leader pro-
poses, which I interpret to mean that
substantive action will go over until
Monday, except on such amendments
that we could perhaps agree on this
afternoon, is not unreasonable, and al-
though I have resisted up to this time
any unanimous consent for what I would
consider to be hasty action, I will not
interpose any further objection.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the
statement just made by the distinguished
Senator from Maryland, What he said
about the cost being applicable to every
person in this country is approximately
correct. What he says about the report
not being ready is correct, although the
report of the subcommittee was available
and I would point out, if I remember
correctly, that there were only two
changes made by the full committee, in
the recommendations made by the sub-
committee. It is a big bill, probably the
greatest in expenditures since the end
of the Second World War, as the Senator
has pointed out.

I must say that I do not find myself
in disagreement with the distinguished
Senator, but I do find myself in conflict
with myself because of the fact that I
have a dual responsibility, one as a Sena-
tor from the State of Montana, which
would make me a Member of the Sena-
tor's entourage, and the other as ma-
jority leader charged by the Senate with
the expediting of legislation and, hope-
fully, an adjournment sine die as soon
as possible.

So I hope Senators will understand my
position personally and professionally,
if I may use those two terms, and I am
sure the Senator has, because he has
indicated that on several occasions.

Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. President, if the
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Senator will yield, as I have said, I shall
not interpose an objection to the unani-
mous-consent request as the majority
leader offers it. I do not want to be arbi-
trary, but we have had such unhappy
experiences when we try to go too fast
that we find ourselves moving backward.
One of the cases in point was not long
ago when we adopted a conference re-
port on military appropriations without
having the report written and before us.
By the time the report was written, there
was language in that report which pro-
hibited the expenditure of funds for ad-
vertisements by the Department of De-
fense, which precluded advertisements
for enlistments, and which was quite a
blow to the concept of a volunteer Army,
which is one of the administration’s pri-
mary objectives.

I just think if we can avoid shorteuts
which bring about those embarrass-
ments, we are well advised. I believe the
majority leader’s request was perfectly
proper and does not propose any short-
cuts at this time which would bring about
precipitate action and, consequently,
embarrassment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair will inquire of the majority
leader if he desires the 1 hour's time to
be divided in the usual manner.

Mr. MANSFIELD. In the usual man-
ner, and the consent agreement in the
usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And the
half hour would apply to motions and
appeals?

Mr., MANSFIELD. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withoub
cbjection, the unanimous-consent re-
quest is agreed to.

The bill is open to amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I have
two amendments I would like fo send to
the desk to have printed. I want to dis-
cuss both of them, although I shall not
call them up today. If I may—I under-
stand this would be satisfactory to the
leadership, and it may be satisfactory to
the chairman of the committee—I would
like to make one of the amendments the
pending amendment so that we may act
on it Monday, but I will defer to what-
ever the chairman wishes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Myr. President,
I have no objection to that procedure,
but if an amendment could be offered
this afternoon and disposed of, I would
not want this amendment to be consid-
ered to the exclusion of any amendment
that might be disposed of today. Perhaps
we could have the understanding that the
Senator would be willing to have his
amendment set aside temporarily if that
should occur.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
view of the Senator's statement, I shall
defer discussing these amendments until
it is clear whether any other Senator
would like to offer any amendment for
action this afternoon.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
have no objection to proceeding with the
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amendment. Of course, I do not know
who may walk into the Chamber and
have an amendment to offer. In the
meantime, I suggest that the Senator
agree that the amendment might be set
aside temporarily, and yet remain the
pending amendment, so that we could
dispose of any amendment that might be
offered and disposed of today.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I shall
be happy to so agree. Any time the Sen-
ator would like me to defer consideration
or discussion of my amendment, I shall
be happy to do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1665 AND 1666

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I send
two amendments to the desk and ask that
they be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received and
printed, and will lie at the desk.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
first amendment would limit the funds
in the defense appropriation bill by pre-
venting any of the funds appropriated by
this act to be expended for the purpose
of conducting aerial bombing in or over
Vietnam, Laos, or Cambodia by U.S.
military forces. This amendment would
save at least $2 billion and that is a con-
servative estimate. Incidentally, that $2

' billion saving is recovered by the amend-

ment by reducing the bill by that amount.
THE FACTS ABOUT THE AIR WAR

What are the facts about the bombing
in Vietnam? Through December 1971,
according to the authoritative Cornell Air
War Study, which was coordinated by
physics Professor Raphael Littauer, some
6.2 million tons of bombs were dropped
on Indochina.

Of this total, 3.6 million tons, or more
than half, were dropped on South Viet-
nam—yes, South Vietnam. Some 500,000
tons had been dropped on North Vietnam
at that time, while bombing the trails
accounted for 1.4 million tons, northern
Laos had been hit with 500,000 tons, and
Cambodia with 200,000 tons.

In the period January 1, to June 30,
1972, another 500,000 tons, or half a mil-
lion tons, of hombs were dropped. In June
alone the rate was 12,400 tons.

We can therefore estimate that
through today, the end of September
1972, some 7 million tons of bombs have
heen dropped by U.S. forces on South
Vietnam, North Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia.

DIMENSIONS OF THE BOMBING

What does this mean? In the entire
period of World War II the United States
dropped a total of only 2 million tons of
bombs.

We have now dropped on Indochina
during the Vietnam war at least 315
times the bomb tonnage we dropped on
Germany, Italy, and Japan throughout
the entire period of World War II.

BOTH WERONG AND INEFFECTIVE

There are two things wrong with the
bombing.

Pirst of all it is wrong, immoral, and
senseless.

Second, it does not work, has not
worked, and will not work in the future.
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When something is both bad and in-
effective, it is time to call a halt.

What we have is a war which has not
only killed soldiers and combatants, but
has produced literally millions of civilian
casualties of the war—these are the
killed, the wounded, and the refugees
from the war, much of it due to the
bombing.

Tens of thousands of civilians have

died, hundreds of thousands have been
wounded, and millions more have been
made homeless by the war and the bomb-
ing,
According to the latest reports, there
are now some 230 B-52 bombers bomb-
ing Indochina. They are flying some
3,000 missions a month.

Our tactical fighter planes are flying
about 15,000 sorties a month in both
North and South Vietnam.

With our B-52's we are now doing what
is called mass carpet bombing. A less
euphemistic way of putting this is that
“we are trying to bomb the North Viet-
namese back to the stone age,” which a
number of leading Air Force supporters
have advocated over the years. That
quotation, of course, is a familiar one
from the last campaign.

We are doing it now, but with what re-
sults?

BOMBING INEFFECTIVE

The war goes on. After dropping 7 mil-
lion tons of bombs, 3 times all the
World War II bomb loads, the fighting
continues.

Long ago, back in 1967, the military
was advocating bombing to bring the
North Vietnamese to their knees. In the
famous hearings held by the Stennis
Committee on the Air War, Adm. Ulys-
ses S. G. Sharp, who then commanded
the U.S. forces in the Pacific, advocated
making the North Vietnamese cry “un-
cle.” He argued that the United States
had “begun to hurt the enemy in his
home territory. He is suffering painful
military, economic, and psychological
strains. Now, when the enemy is hurt-
ing, we should increase the pressure’”—
page 8.

That is what Admiral Sharp said in
1967.

How wrong can you be? We followed
that advice. We stepped up the war. We
have poured on the bombs. This week
alone, on Monday, Tuesday, and
Wednesday, our fighter bombers at-
tacked North Vietnam with more than
300 raids. And we have more than tripled
the tonnage dropped in World War II.

Yet, 5 years after Admiral Sharp’s
optimistic advocacy, the north fights on.

IT DOES NOT WORK

Thus, not only are we bombing them
back to the stone age, killing hundreds
and perhaps thousands of innocent vic-
tims, causing hundreds of thousands of
homeless, and devastating the country-
side, but it is all to little or no avail, It
does not work.

We should have known that. The
strategic bombing survey after World
War II—and I quote from it—told us so.
Here is what it said:

The major citles of Germany present a
spectacle of destruction so appalling as to
suggest a complete breakdown of all aspects
of urban activity. On the first impression it
would appear that the area attack which
laid waste these cities must have substan-
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tially eliminated the Industrial capacity of
Germany.

And here is the important part:

Yet this was not the case. The attacks did
not so reduce Germany war production as to
have a decisive effect on the outcome of the
war.

That is what the strategic bombing
survey said.

At the time of the Stennis hearings,
former Secretary Robert 8. McNamara
questioned the efficacy of the bombings,
but for that act he ended up in Lyndon
Johnson's doghouse.

PENTAGON PAPERS JASON REPORT

We now know from the publication of
the Pentagon papers that the 1967 secret
Jason study concluded similarly.

DID NOT REDUCE ABILITY TO FIGHT

It reported that the bombing had failed
on three important counts. It found that:

Despite heavy attacks on NVN's (North
Vietnamese) logistic system, manufacturing
capabilities, and supply stores, its ability to
sustain the war in the South has increased
rather than decreased during the Rolling
Thunder strikes.

DID NOT PERMANENTLY RAISE MORALE OF THE

SO0UTH

It found that the objective of bombing
to raise the morale of the South Viet-
namese was successful, except that it was
“transient’:

The report stated:

There was no indication that bombing
could ever constitute a permanent support
for South Vietnamese morale if the situation
in the South itself was adverse,

DID NOT WEAKEN THE WILL OF THE NORTH

The bombing did not weaken the will of
the North Vietnamese, according to the
Jason study.

The expectation that bombing would erode
the determination of Hanol and its people
clearly overestimated the persuasive and dis-
ruptive effects of the bombing and, corre-
spondingly, underestimated the tenacity and
recuperative capabilities of the North Viet-
namese.—(All quotes from pp. 223-4, Penta-
gon Papers, Vol, IV Gravel Edition.)

~ We have dropped a total of 7 million
tons of bombs in Indochina.

We have dropped some 3.6 to 4 mil-
lion tons in South Vietnam—double the
amount we dropped in World War II.
This is the equivalent of dropping a 15-
pound bomb on every acre of South Viet-
nam each year. And we continue to
bomb in Laos, Cambodia, and along the
trails and frontiers.

THE WAR GOES ON

But the war goes on. The enemy has
not cried “Uncle.” We increased our
pressure on him, but the enemy is not
hurting enough to bring this war to a
close.

The fact is that the United States with
its massive technological skills, with its
millions of tons of bombs dropped on
Vietnam, with all of its B-52 bombers,
and 300 raids a day, cannot bring a small
country the size of the State of Wash-
ington, with a population less than one-
tenth of our own, to its knees.

Short of using atomic weapons, and
that would be unthinkable, there is no
way to win this war.

THE MILITARY HAS BEEN UNLEASHED

And let us not hear those foolish

charges, once again, that if we just un-
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leashed the military, it could be won.
If dropping on Indochina 315 times the
payload of bombs we dropped in all
of World War II is not “unleashing the
military,” then words have no meaning.

We have “unleashed” the military, and
what we have to show for it is $150 bil-
lion in expenditures, 50,000 American
casualties, and some 3 million refugees,
as the result of the action by both sides.

UNITED STATES NOT OMNIPOTENT

So, Mr. President, it is a hard lesson
to learn, but the United States is not
omnipotent in the world. A wave of the
arm, a gunboat up the Yangtze River, or
even 7 million tons of bombs, cannot
bring results. The world is far more com-
plicated than the easy slogans “unleash
the military,” “make them cry ‘Uncle’,”
or “bomb them back to the stone age”—
would lead one to believe.

BOMBING IS NOT ONLY INEFFECTIVE, IT IS
WRONG

But even if it were effective, the bomb-
ing is wrong. In a country where indus-
trial targets are limited, where transpor-
tation is erude and relatively undevel-
oped, and where the society is largely
rural, there are not enou.n legitimate
targets to justify the amount of bomb-
ing we are doing. Three hundred fighter-
bombers a day, day after day, cannot
hit that many military targets. Carpet
bombing cannot be effective against mili-
tary targets. Even if the most careful
attempts are made to bomb legitimate
targets, bombing on this scale cannot
help but hit civilian, nonmilitary, or
very low priority targets affecting the
lives and fortunes of millions of innocent
people.

TIME TO STOP IS NOW

The time to stop the bombing is now.
The time to do it is on this bill and with
this amendment.

Mr. President, this is a limited amend-
ment. It would not end our participation
in Vietnam. It would not stop our aid to
free world forces in Vietnam. That aid
consists of more than $2 billion. Indeed,
this amendment would eliminate only
one-third of the incremental cost of the
Vietnam war. That incremental cost is
estimated at $6.1 billion, and this amend-
ment would cut one-third of that cost, or
$2 billion.

TAXPAYER BURDEN

Two billion dollars is a mammoth
amount of money. It is a heavy burden on
the American taxpayer. In fact it means
a tax of $40 for each American family.
The cost is heavy, but the cost is the least
of it.

There is no question that the bombing
has destroyed schools, hospitals, and
homes. It has killed innocent civilians,
it has helped make millions homeless.

And Mr. President, what is it accom-
plishing? Even many of the military ex-
perts argue that it is not significantly
hurting Hanoi, that the bombing may be
strengthening their determination to
continue. Whatever interruption of sup-
ply and support of Vietcong troops fight-
ing in South Vietnam has been minor.
At least it has not been enough to stop
the North Vietnam offensive. So it is not
working; it is not effective.

And what in the world is the point of
our pouring this $2 billion in a useless,
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senseless hombing of a primitive economy
when North Vietnam by no stretch of the
imagination constitutes the slightest
threat to the United States or any of our
vital interests?

WHAT BENEFIT FOR AMERICAN TAXPAYER?

What does the American taxpayer get
for this $2 billion expenditure? Does this
little North Vietnam with its wagon and
wheelbarrow economy constitute a threat
to the United States of America? Where?
In this hemisphere? In the Pacific?

Mr. President, our Government has
reached a detente with what we used to
call Red China—Communist China. Our
President’s visit paved the way to admis-
sion of Communist China to the United
Nations. The administration’s policies
have just resulted in a new era of co-
operation between the two great powers
of Asia: Japan and Red China. We are
discussing trade with China and a huge
sale of wheat to help the Communist
Chinese, just as we concluded a sale to
the Russians. All this may or may not
be wise.

But, Mr. President, if we are so uncon-
cerned about any Asiatic threat from
Communist China that we work and
trade and cooperate with them, why are
we unleashing the most powerful bomb-
ing attack on little North Vietnam the
world has ever seen?

COMMUNIST CHINA OR MAN OF REAL THREAT?

Someday, somehow, in some way
Communist China could indeed con-
stitute a threat to our interests in the
Pacific. It could conceivably sometime
in the future, in concert with the Japa-
nese, virtuaily exclude American in-
fluence in Asia.

Communist China does indeed con-
stitute at least a potential, distant mili-
tary threat.

But how does little North Vietnam,
with one-fourth of 1 percent of the popu-
lation of Communist China, with about
one-fenth of 1 percent of American eco-
nomiec strength?

Let me repeat that, Mr. President.
North Vietnam has less than one-tenth
of 1 percent of our American economic
production. In other words, about one
one-thousandths of our economic pro-
duction. It has no Navy to speak of, a
pitiful little air force, not even the sug-
gestion of a whisper of a dream for any
nuclear power.

Now how can this little dwarf of a
fifth-rate country constitute the kind of
a threat to our interests in the Pacific,
in Asia, or anywhere else in the world
that justifies our spending $2 billion of
the taxpayers money in a wasteful, use-
less, aimless waste to endless bombing?
COMMUNIST CHINA BENEFITS FROM BOMBING

For a moment forget the morality of
the bombing, forget the deep embitter-
ment and hatred the bombing is driving
into the souls of people throughout the
world. For a moment assume what the
facts clearly deny—assume that it is hav-
ing great military success, what is the
purpose of it? What can it possibly ac-
complish? Does it in any way reduce the
power of Communist China now or in
the future? Of course not.

If North Vietnam is blasted to kingdom
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come, Communist China wins in two
ways:

First. An independent little country
that has resisted China for a thousand
years is eliminated and a power vacuum
is created on the southern border of
China.

Second. A record of inhumanity per-
petrated by the United States of Amer-
ica against the yellow man; that is, the
most powerful aerial bombardment in
world history, and this is just what the
U.S. bombing of Vietnam is, is riveting
into the consciousness of Asians for gen-
erations the planned, premeditated
cruelty of the United States of America.

We hope and pray that we may live at
peace with Communist China and the
other Asian nations, but if in the future
we face the Chinese in a Pacific war, the
record of our endless bombing of Viet-
nam could serve as an immensely val-
uable rallying point for the Communist
Chinese to appeal to all Asian nations
against this country.

So again I ask, what do we get for
this terrible waste of $2 billion except
a vast strengthening of our potential ad-
versary in the Far East?

The bombing makes no sense from a
moral standpoint, from a military stand-
point, or from a foreign policy stand-
point. It is a total waste of $2 billion,

Mr. President, my other amendment
is on a different subject, entirely different
from the amendment I have submitted.
It is an amendment, incidentally, which
I understand the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee of the Appropriations
Committee initially supported; at least,
they supported this position. They were
overruled by the full Appropriations
Committee. It is an amendment that sup-

‘ports the position taken by the House

with respect to this matter, too. Inci-
dentally, Senator CooPEr is cosponsoring
this amendment with me.

The amendment eliminates all the
funds added by the committee over both
the House bill and the recommendations
of the Defense Appropriations Subcom-
mittee for hiring civilians to do so-called
KP duty for military personnel.

Let me specify what the amendment
would do. It takes $32 million from Army
O. & M. funds. It takes $6,650,000 from
Navy O. & M. funds. It takes $1.3 million
from Marine Corps O. & M. funds. It
takes $20 million from Air Force O. & M.
funds.

It ends payments for EP after May
of 1973. It does so in an orderly way that
the subcommittee felt was the way to
do it. It lets existing programs continue
until terminated. It cuts out the added
funds put in by the committee for KP
after that date. The total cut is $59.950
million, or approximately $60 million.

Mr. President, I believe in a volunteer
armed force. I believe in paying military
personnel well, but I believe everyone
should do their own dirty work. Everyone
should clean up after themselves.

This KP service for military personnel
takes tens of millions of dollars from
American taxpayers. And who does the
taxpayers’ KP? You tell an American
husband and wife who are living on
$10,000 a vear, paying hundreds of dol-
lars in taxes to the Federal Government,
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that part of those taxes are going to
provide for dishwashers and pot and pan
cleaners for the boys in the service.
Those taxpayers do not have a cleaning
woman and a maid and a cook. They
have to do their own work. This is the
overwhelming majority of Americans.
Not one taxpayer in a hundred has
full-time servants. You tell them that
part of those taxes are going to provide
for dishwashers and pot and pan clean-
ers for the boys in the service—not, mind
you, for those in combat, but for the
servicemen living a peaceful life in bar-
racks in this country and around the
world, and getting well enough paid for
it, that the overwhelming majority vol-
unteer. Tell them that, and see if they
will support that position. I doubt that
they will.

Who does KP for the taxpayer? I re-
peat: Who does KP for the taxpayer?
Obviously, the overwhelming majority
of taxpayers clean their own dishes, their
own pots and pans. That family pays the
great bulk of American taxes. They be-
lieve in and support and honor our serv-
icemen in war or peace. But that does
not mean they want to take their hard-
earned dollars to provide maid service.

Tens of millions of Americans includ-
Ing most Members of this body have
served in the armed services in the past
30 years. Most of us did KP. And most
did not like it. We kidded about it. We
were punished once in a while, when we
made a mistake or did something wrong,
by a little extra KP duty. But it did not
do us one bit of harm. In fact, in my
view, it did us a lot of good.

We learned, if we did not know it be-
fore, how to clean up our own mess. We
earned a different kind of respect for our
mother or our wife,

Mr. President, one of the argumenis
for adding these millions of dollars a
year for maid service and butler service
is that it will free the serviceman for
more essential tasks. That is one argu-
ment those promoting this bill had bet-
ter forget.

The new Army may be different from
the old Army in many respects. But as the
Vietham war ends and we enter a period
of relative peace, let us not forget that if
there is one very tough task in the mili-
tary, it is finding useful, constructive
work to keep servicemen busy.

A major problem in this country and
all over the world has been and is the
endless idleness of military personnel.

I recall the articles in the Washington
Post about the drug and the crime prob-
lems with American troops in Europe.
They were heartbreaking stories, because
these are wonderful young men, some of
our finest, but they do not have anything
to do; they are not kept busy. What we
do here is to provide another $60 million
so that they would be more idle than
they were before.

You can only do so much close order
drill and maneuvers and rifle cleaning,
and even school and instruction. One
thing our military personnel does not
need more of is idleness—free time.

EP is not only good for the service-
man. It is a constructive and useful time-
user.

Mr. President, the supporters of this




33032

allocation of millions for maid and butler
service for servicemen also argue that
it will save money, because military per-
sonnel is more costly than civilian per-
sonnel. Yet, they ask for $60 million for
it.

We Senators might be confused occa-
sionally by the out-of-this-world fancy
fipures we have to deal with. To put it
bluntly, we may be a little dumb—but we
are not so dumb as to believe that you
save millions of dollars by spending an
additional $60 million. If this program
will save money, then, in spite of all my
misgivings and all the arguments I have
given in this speech, I will support it; but
if it is going to save money, then let
us cut the appropriation, not increase if.
And this is what we are doing. We are
providing $60 million more. How does
that save money? Can you have a pro-
posal that saves millions of dollars but
costs $60 million more? I would like {o
have that explained to me.

Mr. President, the American taxpayer
is being hit by enough these days. Every-
thing is used as an excuse. The increas-
ing cost of education hits him. The grow-
ing health cost slams him again. Welfare
cost increases shoot another hole in his
pocket. The immense cost of the Vietnam
war and new weapons and ever-increas-
ing technological military cost also swat
the taxpayer, as well as the cost of high-
ways, space, foreign aid, public works,
and all the rest. But one cost the tax-
payer who does his own KP, cleans his
own toilet, washes his own dishes and
pots and pans—one cost he does not
want and cannot understand and will
not buy and will not support and should
not have to pay is for somebody else’s,
anybody else’s KP, whether they are
servicemen or State Department person-
nel or U.S. Senators. That is one thing
we ought to pay for ourselves.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the name of the distinguished
junior Senator from Illinois (Mr, STEVEN~
soN) be added as a cosponsor of my KP
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, 1t is so ordered.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
will be brief.

Is this amendment pending now?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I believe not. I sent
it to the desk to be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No
amendment is pending.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I assume that the
amendment will be offered formally on
Monday, when we reconvene, and at
that time I believe we will have an hour
of debate.

Mr, PROXMIRE. I will be happy to
make it the pending business at the end
of the day, if that suits the chairman.

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is immaterial to
me. It is all right, if the Senator wishes
to do it.

Mr. President, when we reconvene on
Monday, there will be a time limitation
of 1 hour on the amendment, a half-
hour for each side, and I will defer most
of my comments about the amendment
until then.

In the meantime, I just wish to sug-
gest for the record that we are trying to
withdraw our weapons and stop using
them to defend our troops before we get
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our troops home. That would be the ef-
fect of this amendment. I can under-
stand those who take the position that
we want to get our troops home right
now and stop everything. That is one
point of view. There are honest dif-
ferences of opinion about that. But so
long as our troops are over there and
the other side will not agree to a cease-
fire, as long as we are exposed, I do not
believe that we should unilaterally stop
fighting,

If we are going to fight, let us use our
weapons. If we want to take this weapon
away from our troops, the weapon of
bombing the sources of the war strength
of the enemy, if we want to take that
weapon away, why not take away the
artillery, why not take away from our
troops their rifles, why not take away all
ammunition? Why not take it all out
of this bill and say to them, “If we don’t
get you home, we’ll just leave you there
as a target, without the ability to defend
yourselves”?

It is not their fault they are there. We
owe them protection. We owe them the
ability to defend themselves as long as
we keep them there. I have great sym-
pathy with those who feel that we should
bring them home, although I do not
agree that it should be done precipitately
under the eircumstances. I want to see
the war ended, of course. But saying that
bombing the enemy does not hurt is
hardly correct. If it does not hurt, then
why not do away with all the bombers
and let us junk them and quit spending
money on airplanes that do the bombing.
It may not end the war immediately,
but you cannot tell me, Mr. President,
that bombing the air bases, the railroad
terminals, the docks and those other
things which are so essential to the lo-
gistics of war do not hurt. They do hurt.

The enemy is bombing. The enemy is
throwing shells into our forces every
time they get the chance.

We never hear anything about the
enemy not wanting to end the war.

Always it is our country that gets the
blame.

Mr. President, this war can end any
day the enemy will agree to a cease-fire.

Until they do agree to a cease-fire, as
long as we have troops over there, I am
not one of those who will disarm them.
I want them to have the weapons, and
the best weapons we can provide them
with. As long as they are there and the
enemy is fighting, I want them to use
those weapons.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the
bombing of North Vietnam, the Ho Chi
Minh Trail and in Cambodia has not
ended the war. If it had not been for
the bombing, we would have been run
out of South Vietnam a long time ago
and North Vietnam would have taken
over South Vietnam and there would
have been a blood bath.

1t is true that it is difficult to win this
war. We should never have gotten in-
volved in the first place. I warned against
that as far back as 1954. But, since we are
in the war. we do not want to give the
enemy all the advantages and our troops
all the disadvantages.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the comments of the distin-
guished chairman and the ranking Re-
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publican member of the Appropriations
Committee, I should like to point out
that the administration has said many
times—most vividly I remember when
Secretary of State Rogers came before
the Appropriations Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations, he told us that Viet-
namization is working and if it is, South
Vietnam doesn't need our bombing. The
fact is, we have armed a 1 million man
South Vietnamese army. We have given
the South Vietnamese a tremendous
force—it is one of the biggest and best
equipped armies in the world now. They
also have an air force, thanks to us.
They can bomb. They can strafe. They
can use all the enormous power we have
given them. My amendment would per-
mit a continuation of more than $2 bil-
lion of military assistance to them, and
another $2 billion of direct military ac-
tion by our own troops., It would only
stop the senseless, wasteful, eruel but
militarily useless bombing.

When we have tried bombing for 7
years and it has not worked and we are
still fighting there, with North Vietnam
still engaged in offensives, it does not
make any sense to squander the tax-
payers’ money further. Let’s cut our
losses and get out.

It would be one thing if the South
Vietnamese were not protected—we talk
about a blood bath, although we are
bringing a blood bath to North Vietnam
by our bombing—but forgetting that for
the moment, if South Vietnam with all
the immense help we have given them—
and Secretary Rogers agrees we have
given them several times as much as
Russia and China have given to North
Vietnam—and they have as many peo-
ple in South Vietnam as there are in
North Vietnam, and much more indus-
try in the South than in North Vietnam,
if they are not able with all these ad-
vantages to protect themselves against
aggression from the North then it fol-
lows that they do not have the support
of their own people, that they do not
have the spirit or will to win and that
is something we cannot give them with
all the bombing in the world. The fact
is our bombing of North Vietnam is
strengthening the morale of that coun-
try, our enemy. It is not helping South
Vietnam sufficiently for South Vietnam
to win,

Mr. McCLELLAN. It seems to me that
is the argument we are hearing which is
becoming somewhat old salt—like the
salt referred to in the Bible which has
just about lost its savor. We are hearing
that argument over and over and over
at a time when the war is coming to an
end.

I can remember when the Democrats,
my own party, were in power in this
country and they were sending our people
over there. They built it up. They were
wrong. I think that we were wrong, but
we are there. Maybe we were wrong in
everything in going over there, but we
are over there. This administration and
those of us who have tried to support this
program of Vietnamization feel that it
has made great progress because today,
instead of having 550,000 Americans over
there exposed to death, we have fewer
than 50,000, and that number is still
being reduced.
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Full cooperation on the part of this
Congress and the American people, in
the right way, in my judgment, will be
conducive to bringing this war to an end
quicker. In always finding fault with
America, and finding no fault with the
other country we do ourselves an injus-
tice.

As I said a moment ago, North Viet-
nam can bring this war to an end any
day it will agree to a cease-fire.

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Senator will
vield again briefly, I should like to point
out that this is the longest war in our
history. We fought World War II in 4
years. This war goes on and on and on.
The Senator says he can remember back
years ago when the cry was, “Just send a
few more men over"——

Mr. McCLELLAN. I know, but whose
administration was that?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree. I have crit-
icized that——

Mr. McCLELLAN. We have been wrong
to fight these——

Mr. PROXMIRE. That does not mean
it is right now, when we are pouring more
bombs than ever.

Mr. McCLELLAN. No, and that does
not make it right when we want to take
them all out at once. We have been wrong
about some things. We may be wrong
about that.

Mr. PROXMIRE. My amendment is
not taking them all out at once. As the
Senator said in his own words, we have
taken 90 percent out already. All I am
saying is, the time has come for South
Vietnam to do its own fighting. How
many Russian bombers are involved?
How many Chinese? Not one, not a single
one. The time to end our participation is
the time when we have provided South
Vietnam with everything any country
could possibly expect in terms of train-
ing, in terms of guns, tanks, planes, am-
munition, in terms of economic support
in every possible way. If they cannot
hack it—maybe they could without us,
but if not, they never will.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator could
be mistaken in that statement, just as
we have been mistaken in so many other
things we have said. I do not believe that
anyone’s opinion or judgment about this
war is infallible, that it has been at any
time, or that it is now. We can all have
honest differences of opinion.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the com-
mittee report contains a table on page 15
which shows the cost of the war year-
by-year.

Let me read a few of the figures:

In 1965, the cost of the war was $103
million.

In 1966, it jumped to $5,812,000,000.

In 1967 it was $20,133,000,000.

In 1968, it jumped to $26,547,000,000.

In 1969, it went to $28,805,000,000.

In 1970, it went down to $23,052,000,-
000.

In 1971, it was $14,719,000,000.

In 1972, it was down to $9,261,000,000.

It is estimated for this year to be
$7,063,000,000.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this table printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the table was
})rlc}ered to be printed in the Recorp, as
Ollows:
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SOUTHEAST ASIA OPERATIONS
|0utlays in millions of doflars]

Number Number of
U.S. forces
in Southeast
Asia, other
than South
Vietnam—
end of year 1

Incre- Vietnam—
mental end

Fiscal year  Full costs of year

59, 900
267, 500
448, 800

42,900
54, 200

1972
1973 budget
estimate_ ...

! Figures used are a combination of Thailand and ofi-shore
naval forces as of the end of periods indicated,

% Preliminary estimate,

3 Planned authorized strength to be obtained by Sept. 1 1972,
ss announced by the President on June 28, 1972,

Note.—Combined strength of U.S. military personnel in Cam=
bodia and Laos was under 1,000 during these periods except for
increased military activities in Cambodia in 1971, The number of
U.S. military personnel in Cambodia at that time was included in
the totals for South Vietnam,

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, these fig-
ures show a sharp drop in the cost of
the war, I believe that if we persist an-
other year we will be out or very close
to being out. Our forces have inflicted
tremendous damage to the North Viet-
namese forces. Many military observers
state that the North Vietnamese have
been hurt to the extent they may have
the capability to launch only one more
offensive. Our peace negotiators have
observed that the North Vietnamese have
become more conciliatory in the past year
at the peacetable.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum——

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold that, I should like
to call up my KP amendment and I want
to ask it be made the pending business
on Monday next.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senator from
Wisconsin will withhold that for a mo-
ment, the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BayH) wishes to offer an amendment.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I send to the
desk an amendment and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk
will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
a new section as follows:

“Sec. —. None of the funds appropriated
by this or any other Act shall be available
for entering into any contract or agreement
with any foreign corporation, organization,
person, or other entity for the performance
of research and development in connection
with any weapon system or other military
equipment for the Department of Defense
when there is & United States corporation,
organization, person, or other entity equally
competent to carry out such research and
development and willing to do so at a lower
cost."

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, in light of
the critical nature of the debate that
just ensued, the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Indiana is admittedly anti-
climactic. I ask the indulgence of the
Senate for a couple of minutes. I have
discussed this amendment with the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
and the distinguished ranking minority
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member. It should only take a couple of
minutes of the time of the Senate.

I think the amendment speaks for it-
self. And for that reason I did not ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

We have an increase of research and
development funds in this bill over last
year's appropriation of some $400 mil-
lion. We added another $100 million on
yesterday. So, that is about $500 mil-
lion of additional research and develop-
ment funds.

The Government follows a practice on
occasion of farming out research and
development programs to foreign coun-
tries. The amendment of the Senator
from Indiana would not prohibit that. It
would say only that if we are going to
farm out research and development
monies and send these dollars abroad
or to neighboring countries—provide job
opportunities for foreign countries or
neighboring countries—the very least
that we should do is insure that no
American company has the expertise to
enable it to do the job and do it cheaper.

I think that is the least that needs to
be done.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BAYH. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, could
the Senator indicate for the record what
specific, if any, contract or business con-
tract or relationship may exist between
countries that the Senator is striking at
in this amendment? Is it anything specif-
ic? Is it something that now exists at
ﬂﬂs time so that we may know what it

9

Mr. BAYH. Yes, there are some spe-
cifics. We have relationships with some
of our allies in which sole source research
and development contracts are let. I for
one would prefer to see these contracts
let in the United States. Right now we
have a significant unemployment prob-
lem. I would prefer to see that work done
here.

However, that is not the approach of
the amendment. The approach says that
for those allies that are now given the
opportunity to do research and develop-
ment work with their scientists for our
military procurement projects, the very
least they should meet is the cost test.
If they can do it cheaper than firms in
our country, that is all right. However, if
we have scientists and engineers—as we
do in many areas—with the expertise
that makes them competitive with for-
eign firms, the foreign firm ought to have
to demonstrate an ability to build that
mouse trap or whatever it might be at
least as cheap as the American firm.

I think that we should not send this
contract abroad if an American firm can
do it cheaper. That is the specific prob-
lem that my amendment is directed to.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I am
in general agreement with the sentiments
which the Senator has expressed. And
on the face of it, I see nothing wrong
with the amendment. I am inclined to
take it to conference so that it can be at
least studied. I agree with the general
views which the Senator has expressed.
If we can do it here, why should we send
the money abroad? However, what I was
trying to ascertain was if there is any
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existing situation that embodies the evil
that the Senator is striking at here? Does
he know of anything he can specifically
identify at this time?

Mr. BAYH. Yes. There are probably
several. One has been called to my atten-
tion. That involves a contract to build a
sophisticated communications system for
the U.S. Army, Ibelieve if is.
contract is about to be negotiated,
sole source, with a foreign country. And
the foreign country is subsidizing the
contract. And yet I am advised that if it
is thrown open to bids, there is at least
one and perhaps two American firms
that might be able to underbid the for-
eign contractor, even though the foreign
contractor is subsidized. That does not
make sense to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in
other words, the Senator says that there
is a potential situation which would cre-
ate the evil that his amendment would
strike at and that that potential the
Senator believes is imminent.

Mr. BAYH. That is an accurate state-
ment. And that is why I think it is im-
portant.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
would like further to ascertain something
else. Would this interfere in any way with
any contracts that are now outstanding?
It seems to me that it is not the intention
to abrogate any existing contracts that
may now be in force.

Mr. BAYH. No. I do not want to abro-
gate any contracts that are now in force.
1 do not want to jeopardize any relation-
ships. However, I do think and know
that there are some contracts that are
imminent that would send U.S. dollars to
a foreign country when we might have
the capacity and the expertise to do the
job perhaps better and cheaper at home.
Why should we not spend this money at
home to employ American workers?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BAYH. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
think this is an amendment that has a
great deal of merit in it, because it does
provide for competition, as I understand
it. However, what concerns me is that I
do not think—unless the Senator from
Indiana has information on this—that
the Defense Department or procurement
officials of the Defense Department have
had a chance to comment on it, I think
it would be very helpful it we had their
views.

Frankly, I often disagree with them,
and I might in this case. However, I
think they ought to have a chance to
explain their situation before we act and
before the bill goes to conference, be-
cause the Senator from Indiana might
not have as good a chance o rebut what
the officials of the Defense Department
might say.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I think I can
tell the Senator what the Defense De-
partment feels about this type of thing,
because and this matter has been dis-
cussed with the Defense Department,
the Defense Department would not be
really concerned about this change in
my opinion. I would not want to delude
my friend, the Senator from Wisconsin,
or distort the picture for him or for any-
one else.

I think the Defense Department is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

presently following the lead imposed
upon them by the State Department. It
feels that the only way we can maintain
present relationships with some govern-
ments is to subsidize their research and
development programs to build military
weapons for the United States.

It seems to me that we have gotten
involved before because of the State De-
partment trying to use military procure-
ment to further our foreign policy and
we have gotten ourselves into some real
messes. I do not want to suggest to the
Senator that if he calls the Secretary of
the State, the Secretary of State would
say that he is for the amendment. I do
not know whether he would say that or
not. I doubt that he would.

If the Secretary of State or the De-
partment of Defense wants to go to a
friendly nation and say, “Here is a re-
search confract. Bid on it, and your cost
is lowest, build a military weapon,” this
would not exclude that. But if an Ameri-
can firm can do it better and cheaper the
Senator from Indiana feels that we want
to preserve their right to compete, and
I have offered this amendment to strike
at that point.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Indiana is a
member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. I regret that this amendment was
not presented to the commitfee so that
it might have expressed its views with
respect to it. It probably would have
approved the amendment, but I do not
know.

I have already expressed my senti-
ments. I am in accord with what the
amendment would undertake to do. I
think it is probably long overdue that
this be our policy, but I have had no
opportunity, as pointed out by the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, to hear the other
side. That is the only thing that gives
me any concerm.

I am willing, if my colleague from
North Dakota is willing, to take this
amendment to conference. Then, it will
be in conference and in the meantime
we can give it further consideration. If
I conclude for any reason that I do not
think it is wise under the circumstances
I would not want to be held to an obliga-
tion to insist upon it in conference.

But if we do not take it to conference,
we will have no opportunity to evaluate
it. Unless my distinguished friend from
North Dakota has some objection, I
would be willing to take the amendment
to conference. In the meantime we can
study it and give the Department of De-
fense an opportunity, if it has serious
opposition to it, to let us know.

Mr. YOUNG. I have no objection. In
fact, I think the amendment has merit,

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena-
tor very much. I am very glad to accepi
the amendment and take it to confer-
ence,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BerLimon) . The question is on agreeing to
the amendment. [Putting the question.]

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
commend the distinguished Senator
from Indiana for having presented the
amendment. My regret is that I did not
have a chance to consider it in commit-
tee,

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, if the Sen-
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ator will permit me a moment to respond,
I appreciate the courtesy of the Senator
from Arkansas. As I said to him per-
sonally I will say for the Record: I am
embarrassed at the inability to consider
this in commitiee. As I said to him pri-
vately I will say publicly; this matter
came to the Senator's attention at 1
o'clock yesterday afternoon after we
marked the bill up at noon. I was em-
barrassed because if it had been before
the committee I do not think that a
single Senator would have voted against
it, it is so equitable. Because of the time
limits to it, it is important that we go
on record.

Although the hour is late, I can under-
stand the Senator from Arkansas want-
ing to hear the argument. I think it is
wise to hear the argument, and I am
confident that this amendment will be
sustained as an equitable position. Since
it is so late, I have not asked for the
yeas and nays, but I am confident we
would have the overwhelming support of
the Senate on this measure. I thank the
Senator.

AMENDMENT NO. 1666

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
does the Senator from Wisconsin wish to
call up his amendment and make it the
pending amendment?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I call up the KP
amendment and ask that it be made the
pending business. I do not have the num-
ber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is
amendment No. 1666. The amendment
will be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:

On page B, line 12, strike out “$6,866,619,-
000” and insert in lieu thereof *“$6,834,6198,~
000",

On page 11, line 10, strike out “$5,287,798,-
000" and insert in lleu thereof “$5,281,148,-
000",

On page 12 line 23, strike out *“$381,823,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “8$380,523,000".

On page 15, line 13, strike out *“$6,424,705,~
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$6,404,705,-
000

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
on behalf of Mr, Mars1as, I ask unani-
mous consent that Mr. Syd Hurlburt be
allowed access to the Senate floor for
the remainder of the Senate debafe on
HR.1.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
9 AM., MONDAY, OCTOBER 2,
1972

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today it
stand in adjournment until 9 o’clock a.m.
on Monday next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATORS CRANSTON, TUNNEY,
BAYH, ROBERT C. BYRD, AND
SCOTT ON MONDAY, OCTOBER 2,
1972

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
T ask unanimous consent that following
the recognition of the two leaders under
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the standing order on Monday the fol-
lowing Senators be recognized, each for
not to exceed 15 minutes and in the or-
der stated: Mr. CransTON, Mr. TUNNEY,
Mr. Baya, Mr. RoserT C. Byrp, and Mr.
SCOTT.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS ON
MONDAY, OCTOBER 2, 1972, AND
FOR H.R. 1 TO BE LAID BEFORE
THE SENATE

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that at the
conclusion of the orders recognizing Sen-
ators on Monday there be a period for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness for not to exceed 15 minutes, with
statements limited therein to 3 minutes,
at the conclusion of which the Chair lay
before the Senate H.R. 1.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
_objection, it is so ordered.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. EYRD. Mr. President,
the program for Monday is as follows:

The Senate will convene at 9 o'clock
a.m. After the two leaders have been rec-
ognized under the standing order, the
following Senators will be recognized,
each for not to exceed 15 minutes, and
in the order stated: Mr. CrANSTON, Mr.
TUNNEY, Mr. BayH, Mr. RoBerT C. BYRD,
and Mr. Scorr, at the conclusion of
which orders there will be a period for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness for not to exceed 15 minutes, with
statements limited therein to 3 minutes.
Following the morming business, the Sen-
ate will proceed to the consideration of
H.R. 1. It is hoped that Senators who
have amendments to HR. 1 will ecall
them up. Yea-and-nay votles, of course,
may occur thereon. The pending ques-
tion on HR. 1 will be on the adoption
of amendment No. 1663 by the senior
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Harry F.
BYRD, JR.) .

When no further progress is possible
on H.R. 1, the Senate will return to the
consideration of the defense appropri-
ations bill. The pending guestion at that
time will be on the adoption of amend-
ment No. 1666 by Mr. Proxmire. There
is a time limitation agreement on the
Defense appropriation bill, the agree-
ment to be effective on Monday at such
time as the Senate resumes considera-
tion of the defense appropriation bill.

The agreement calls for 2 hours on the
bill, 1 hour on any amendment—except-
ing any end-the-war amendment or any
across-the-board funds reduction—one-
half hour on any amendment to an
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amendment or amendment in the second
degree, one-half hour on any debatabis
motion or appeal. Yea-and-nay votes will
occur on amendment, and a yea-and-nay
vote will occur on final passage, if final
passage is reached on Monday, and I
would anticipate, hopefully, that such
will be the case.

If the defense appropriation bill is
disposed of at a reasonable hour on
Monday, it shall be in order for the
distinguished majority leader or his
designee to proceed to take up the mili-
tary construction appropriation bill.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, AT
9 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in adjournment until 9 o'clock
a.m, on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and at
3:34 p.m. the Senate adjourned until
Monday, October 2, 1972, at 9 a.m.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate, September 30, 1972:
Pacrric NORTHWEST REGIONAL COMMISSION
Jack O. Padrick, of Virginia, to be Federal
Cochairman of the Pacific Norithwest Re-
gional Commission.
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

William Lewis Jenkins, of Tennessee, to be
a member of the Board of Directors of the
Tennessee Valley Authority for the term

expiring May 18, 1981. -

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

NOTHING TO SHARE

HON. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Saturday, September 30, 1972

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres-
ident, captioned “Nothing To Share,” the
Greensburg Tribune-Review, on Septem-
ber 22, published a provocative editorial
dealing with revenue sharing.

Like the Greensburg Tribune-Review,
I ask, “How can the Government give
away something it does not have?”

I was pleased fo note that the Tribune-
Review aquoted the able Senator from
Idaho (Mr. JorpAN) in regard to revenue
sharing. Senator Jorpan has served as
the Governor of his State. In my judg-
ment, he is an outstanding Senator, and
I concur in his view, which is quoted by
the Tribune-Review, that one reason why
States and cities are in financial trou-
ble is that they have wasted their tax
money on unessential projects, simply
to qualify for Federal funds.

Senator Jorpaw pointed out, also, that
the Federal Government, itself, is in-
solvent. We have a smashing deficit of
$430 billion, and we are running a Fed-
eral funds deficit this year of $38 bil-
lion.

The Government is deeply in debt, and
its annual deficits are smashing. It is

important that public attention be fo-
cused on the disastrous condition of the
Federal Treasury, and the Greensburg
Tribune-Review is helping greatly in this
regard.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Tribune-Review editorial be published in
the Extensions of Remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

NotHING To SHARE

One of President Nixon's first major leg-
isiatlve proposals was to overhaul federal
distribution of funds through general rev-
enue-sharing, distorted versions of which
have passed the House and Senate.

In 1969 Nixon suggested that the federal
government scrap its multitude of specific
grant-in-ald programs ( which Sen. Len Jor-
dan, R-Idaho, estimates total 500) and re-
place them with large allocations for general
purposes. It was the President's intention to
reduce Washington's intrusion into local and
state matters by eliminating conflicting and
restrictive federal regulations.

Congress, as is its habit, has expanded on
Nixon’s proposal, offering $30 billion in hand-
outs in a five year period without either in-
creasing taxation to pay for them or elimi-
nating the varlous grant-in-sid programs.
As presently conceived, revenue-sharing is
not a reform but just another bloated pro-
gram piled on top of other federal programs,

The primary objection to revenue-sharing
is that there is no money to share. The fed-
eral government is not just broke; it’s deeply

in debt. Subsequently, without new taxes,
revenue-sharing would be highly inflationary.

Sen. Jordan reminded his colleagues, re-
grettably without effect, that Washington has
run up deficits of almost $60 billion in the
last two fiseal years “and the administration
estimates that the deficit for the current fis-
cal year will be at least $38 billion.” The
senator also warned that “general revenue-
sharing promotes unsound government be-
cause it separates the responsibility for rais-
ing revenue from that of spending, thus en-
couraging reckless spending and discouraging
thrift. Some restraint may be expected when
a governmental unit has to ralse in taxes at
least & part of the money that it spends.”

The purpose of revenue-sharing is to bail
out insolvent governments. Jordan pointed
out, however, that one reason states and
cities are in financial trouble is because they
have wasted their tax money on unessen-
tial projects simply to qualify for federal
funds. Purther, the federal government itself
is Insolvent.

Sen. Harry Byrd Jr., Ind-Va., noted that
revenue-sharing rewards more waste because
“if a state or local government were to econ-
omize, and reduce its local taxes the federal
contribution would be decreased. Under the
formula, the way a state or local government
would obtain greater dividends from the fed-
eral government would be to Increase its own
taxes."

Revenue-sharing, as it has evolved in Con-
gress, can only share a larger debt with state
and local governments. Further, it can only
drive up the cost of government on all levels
by paying state and local agencies to Increase
taxation.

The congressional verslons of revenue-
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